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The President’s Stratagy for Survivel

Richard Nixon is rapidly running
out of options in his struggle to survive
Watergate. Last week he exercised a
fresh one. Pushing his Special Counsel
James St. Clair out front in a political
as well as a legal role, Nixon embarked
on a drive to save himself by appealing
directly to the public and assailing the
tactics of the House Judiciary Commit-
tee, which is investigating his conduct
in office. It was much too early to as-
sess public reaction, but the impact on
the House of Representatives was im-
mediate. The tactic backfired, and im-
peachment sentiment rose.

As both the President and St. Clair,
a shrewd and highly successful Boston
trial lawyer, moved boldly into the pub-
lic arena, the outlines of the three-
pronged White House offensive were
sharply etched. The strategy seeks to:

1) Goad the House Judiciary Com-
mittee into hastily subpoenaing presi-
dential tapes and documents and bas-
ing its enure impeachment case on a
contempi of Congress citation against
Nixon for cbstructing the impeachment
inquiry if, as he has so far. he refuses to
yield the evidence. Nixon apparently be-
lieves that such a charge would be too
thin to enlist broad public support and
that even if impeached by the Hous:
on that charge, he could muster the 34
votes necessary in a Senate trial to re-
tain his office.

4) Delay any broader impeachment
move by stalling in the delivery of re-
quested evidence, continuing to raise
legal technicalities, and resorting to
time-consuming court action. Delay
could erode public interest in the whole
sordid scandal. Stalling could also push
the crucial impeachment vote closer to
the MNovember elections—thus making
it more risky for any incumbent Con-
gressman—and perhaps even cause the
problem to be carried over into the next
session of Congress.

3) Solidify the President’s hard-core
support and play on the more general
public fear of forcibly removing any
President from office. This is being done
through a public relations campaign de-
signed to highlight the President’s
achievements in office and the sanctity
of the presidency itself. At the same time
the effort seeks to obfuscate and obscure
Nixon's own Watergate role and por-
tray impeachment as a partisan move-
ment spearheaded by political enemies.
At a minimum, the aim is to build
enough pressure on normally friendly
Senators to prevent conviction on any
House-approved impeachment charge.

Most of this strategy was probably
devised by Nixon himself, but it has both
come together and reached its peak
since St. Clair became his chief legal
strategist early in January. Not only is
Nixon being scrutinized by the Judicia-
ry Committee but, more important, he
is on trial in the court of public opinion.
At long last he has a lawyer who—un-
like his previous counsel—is a seasoned
couriroom attorney. Moreover, St
Clair's Washington experience (see box
page 12) goes back to the classic Army-
McCarthy hearings of 1954, when he
was an assistant o Joseph N. Welch,
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the Army’s counsel. A poised and suave
performer, he has brought an aura of ag-
gressive confidence to Nixon's defense
campaign. “Jim has been a bonanza for
us,” observes Alexander Hzig, Nixon's
overworked chief of staff. Haig describes
St. Clair as a man who has “consider-
able acumen” in the highly charged and
shifting political atmosphere of Water-
gate. "He intuitively understands the
needs of the President.”

Last week the President carried his
public relations drive both North and
South. In Nashville, he helped open the
$15 million home of the Grand Ole
Opry. As 4,400 country music fans ap-
plauded, Nixon said that their kind of
music “radiates the love of this nation
—-patriotism.” He flubbed an attempt at
spinning a Yo-Yo given him by Coun-
try Music Star Roy Acuff and played
God Bless America and Happy Birthday
on the piano to honor his wife Pat, just
back from South America, on her 62nd
birthday. In a relaxed evening, there was
no talk of his Watergate agony.

The President- was garrulous and
high-spirited the day before on a visit
to Chicago, where he made his first pub-
lic appearance outside Washington or
the Souih since July, 1973. He easily
handled soft questions from a largely
friendly gathering of some 2,000 mem-
bers and guests of ithe Executives’ Club
of Chicago. He implied that he will not
comply with the Judiciary Committee’s
request for White House tapes and doc-
uments beyond'.those already turned
over to Special Prosecutor Leon Jawor-
ski. With much exaggeration, Nixon
complained that the committee wanted
“all of the tapes of every presidential
conversation—a fishing license or a
complete right to go through all of the
presidential files.” He szid that “jt isn’t
the question that the President has
something to hide.” But tc let anyone
“just come in and paw through the coc-
uments,” he contended, wouid destroy
“the principle of confidentiality” be-
tween a President and his advisers.

Nixon was even more forceful in
vowing once again that he would not re-
sign. “Resignation is an easy cop-out,”
he declared, adopting his frequent rhe-
torical device of posing an artificially
easy-or-tough chojce. “But resignation
of this President on charges of which
he is not guilty simply because he hap-
pened to be low in the polls would for-
ever change our form of government. It
would lead to weak and unstable pres-
idencies in the future, and I will not be
a party to the destruction of the pres-
idency of the United States.”

Third Version. Only when he dis-
cussed a detail of his own Watergate role
did Nixon's confidence seem to ebb. His
voice grew tremulous as he described his
increasingly crucial conversation with
John Dean, his former counsel, on
March 21, 1973. In a statement last Aug.
15, Nixon said Dean had told him that
secret payments had been made to the
original Watergate defendants only to
meet their legal costs. On March 6 of
this year, however, Nixon said flatly in
a press conference that Dean had told
him on March 21 that the cash was

meant to buy the silence of the lowly bur-
glars—which Nixon admitted was a
criminal act. After a week of silence on
the topic, Nixon made an attempt to
bridge that direct conflict and it was a
lame one. Dean, he said, had just “al-
leged” that the money was used to keep
the men quiet. This third Nixon ver-
sion of the conversation was meant to
clear him of any charge that he had
knowr of a crime and done nothing
about it.

The main question of the impeach-
ment inquiry, of course, is whether
Nixon not only knew of such acts but
participated in them as part of a con-
spiracy to conceal the origins of the June
17, 1972 wiretapping and burglary of
Democratic national headquarters. An
event that could illuminate that fateful
matter—and possibly blunt the entire-
Nixon counterattack—was scheduled to
take place this week in the Washington
courtroom of Federal Judge John J. Si-
rica. He was to rule that a Watergate
grand jury report and a briefcase full of
evidence relating to Nixon's own role
in that conspiracy will be given to the
House Judiciary Committee, headed by
New Jersey Democrat Peter Rodino.

Factual Findings. The grand jury
package, given to Judge Sirica on March
1, when the jurors also indicted seven
of Nixon's former official and political
associates in the cover-up conspiracy,
does not draw conclusions as to wheth-
er Nixon acted illegally. But a summa-
ry of the evidence in the briefcase lists
a series of factual findings by the grand
jury that do implicate Nixon in the
wrongdoing of his aides. Any such trans-
mission of the evidence to the House by
Sirica is.likely to be appealed. John J.
Wilson, the attorney representing two

of the indicted conspirators, H.R. Hal-
deman and John Ehrlichman, has
vowed to appeal.

The delicate way in which the White
House has been handling the grand jury
report shows the deft touch of St. Clair.
He surprised many Washington,lawyers
by raising no objection at all to the idea
of Sirica’s sending the report to the Ro-
dino committee when the judge held an
extraordinary hearing on the question
on March 6. To oppose this move would
make it appear that the President feared
a revealing of the contents of the brief-
case. But St. Clair well knew that Wil-
son, whose clients’ interests in many re-
spects dovetail with those of Nixon,
would fight to squelch the grand jury’s
findings. Wilson promptly raised objec-
tions on the grounds that 1) the grand
jury had no power to make such a re-
port, and 2) the documents were likely
to mention Haldeman and Ehrlichman,
and any public disclosure could preju-
dice their chances for a fair trial.

While Wilson carries on the legal
battle over the grand jury report, the
President and his staff are expected to
continue their public psychological war-
fare against Watergate. That attack last
week was well orchestrated. First, Ken
Clawson, the White House director of
communications, leaked to reporters a
Feb. 25 letter from John Doar, chief
counsel for the Rodino committee, to St.
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Clair. It showed that Doar was seeking
not only six additional Nixon tapes, as
generally believed—even by members of
the committee—but also tapes covering
six periods of time, from February to
April 1973. Presidential Press Secretary
Ronald Ziegler said that this involved
42 tapes. The White House disclosure
made the Doar request look excessive,
though it by no means supported St.
Clair's claim that the committee seemed
to want “hundreds of thousands of doc-
uments and thousands of hours of re-
corded conversations.”

The main aim of those White House
revelations, however, seemed to be to
try to drive a wedge between the Ro-
dino committee’s members and its staff,
including Doar and the Republican
counsel Albert Jenner. In an effort to
prevent news leaks—as urgently de-
manded by the White House—Doar and
Jenner had been keeping only the com-
mittee leaders, Rodino and ranking Re-
publican Edward Hutchinson, posted on
all details of their dealings with St. Clair.
Clawson charged that Doar had tried
to “hoodwink™ the committee by keep-
ing from the other members the extent
of his request.

Press Secretary Ziegler also assdiled
the Doar request. “The mere fact of an
impeachment inquiry does not give Con-
gress the right to back up a truck and
haul off White House files,” he told
newsmen. Moreover, Ziegler said that
for Nixon to comply with another Doar
request—that the committee staff be giv-
en access to the White House files of
such former Nixon aides as Haldeman,
Ehrlichman, Dean and Charles Colson
—would be “constitutionally irrespon-
sible.” Presidential Counsellor Bryce
Harlow later protested to reporters that
the Rodino committee members were
acting like “children who are asking for
another helping before they have eaten
what’s on their plate.”

The surprise in the White House
campaign was St. Clair's sudden emer-
gence in public and his accessibility to
reporters. Until recently, he had been
operating mainly in private. He had bar-
gained skillfully and sternly with Spe-
cial Prosecutor Jaworski over which

White House tapes and documents the .

grand jury could be given. St. Clair had
spoken out publicly on only a few oc-
casions. On Feb. 4 he attacked the cred-
ibility of Yohn Dean and criticized Ja-
worski for publicly defending Dean’s
veracity. As a result, Jaworski privately
scolded St. Clair for “unprofessional
conduct,” and their cordial but correct
relationship cooled.

legal Views. In his major court-
room appearance in Nixons behalf,
St. Clair on Jan. 16 tried to shake the tes-
timony of a panel of court-appointed
acoustics and recording experts in a
hearing before Sirica. The panel claimed
that an 18%-minute erasure in one key
Nixon tape in all likelihood had been de-
liberate rather than accidental. Though
St. Clair, with his assured courtroom
manner, was far more effective than
such predecessors as the docile Fred Bu-
shardt and the ill-at-ease Leonard Gar-
ment, he made little headway against
the experts. Sirica found St. Clair’s ques-
tions repetitive and tedious and finally
cut him off.

In last week’s flurry of activity. St.
Clair expressed highly controversial le-
gal views in two television interviews

and several talks with reporters. He said
that because Nixon was the nation’s
“chief law enforcement officer,” he had
not committed any crime in failing to re-
port the hush-money payments. This
was an effort to account for the fact that
Nixon, by his own explanation early this
month, had not reported Dean's hush-
money confession (made at the March
21, 1973 meeting) to any law-enforce-
ment agency or court.

St. Clair also said that the charge in
the indictment that a payment of hush
money had been made on March 21 was
doubtful. His reason: “sworn testimony”
at the Senate Watergate hearings includ-
ed no similar charge. He further con-
tended that Dean could no longer be
used as a credible prosecution witness
because a tape showed that a conver-
sation with Nixon that Dean thought
took place on March 13, 1973, actually
occurred on March 21.

More broadly, St. Clair argued that
the Rodino committee must determine
just what kinds of presidential acts it
considers impeachable before it seeks
more evidence. He also claimed that he
was not actually engaged in defending
Richard Nixon, but in representing “the
office of the presidency.”

None of those statements could
withstand sharp legal scrutiny. Their
shrewd purpose, however, seemed to be
multiple-edged. They served to chal-
lenge and fuzz up the indictment’s strong
implication that, at the least, Nixon had
learned from Dean on March 21 of the
illegal payoffs to defendants and had
failed to cut them off. St. Clair’s remarks
sought to set the Rodino committee
members off on a potentially divisive
squabble over defining impeachable acts
—a point on which St. Clair knows the
Congressmen hold sharp differences.
St. Clair was trying to strengthen Nix-
on’s oft-repeated claim that the institu-
tion of his office, rather than his per-
sonal fate, was the overriding issue in
the impeachment controversy.

The new White House offensive was
backfiring in its attempt to trigger pre-
cipitate and self-defeating action by the
Judiciary Committee to impeach the
President solely on grounds of contempt
of Congress. Commitiee members were
angry—not at each other or at their staff
—but at what they considered the ob-
viousness of the Nixon-St. Clair tactics.
While they respect St. Clair's legal sav-
vy, they think that he has ventured into
essentially political maneuverings. At
that game, they assume, they are far
more adept and experienced than he.

Cooling Hotheads. A few of the
more volatile members of the committee
almost jumped at St. Clair’s bait. Such
liberal Democrats as Father Robert Dri-
nan of Massachusetts, California’s Je-
rome Waldie and Michigan's John Con-
yers Jr. wanted immediately to issue
subpoenas for every bit of evidence that
Doar was seeking. But Chairman Ro-
dino called a caucus of the committee’s
Democrats and urged the hotheads to
cool off. There would be plenty of time
to issue subpoenas, he argued, once the
White House intention to cut off all fur-
ther evidence was totally clear. Mean-
while, the committee staff was awaiting
a chance to examine all of the material
that St. Clair and Nixon had promised,
inciuding the 19 tapes and more than
700 documents given to the special pros-
ecutor's office.

The White House attack seemed to

2

unify the committee—against the Pres-
ident. “It is not the White Houss’s job
to tell the committee how to discharge
its constitutional function,” declared
Maryland Republican Lawrence J. Ho-
gan, until now one of Nixon’s strong de-
fenders on the committee. “The Pres-
ident’s lawyer was off base when he
stated the committee should first define
an impeachable offense—there is no set
definition. Each member will have to
subjectively determine this in his own
mind.” Hogan contended that Nixon
was getting “bum advice” and was in
danger of losing those on the commit-
tee “who are trying to keep an' open
mind on impeachment.” The release of
the Doar letter to St. Clair, protested
Texas Democrat Jack Brooks, was “an
affront to the comity between the White
House and the Congress.” But he urged
his colleagues on the committee not to
let “the White House hucksterism de-
tract from the decency and forbearance
of the commitiee. It is clear that the
White House is not going to cooperate.™

Rebutting St. Clair's demand that
the committee state its charges against
Nixon before it seeks more evidence,
Republican Edward Hutchinson ar-
gued: “There are no charges. We hope
we will ind none. We are simply mak-
ing an inquiry.” Added Hutchinson:
“What we have asked for is very rea-
sonable and very relevant.” The com-
mittee request, he explained, was gimed
primarily at clarifying the “suspicion
about the President’s action in the so-
called Watergate cover-up.”

Contempt Citation. The commit-
tee strategy is to continue to move war-
ily, maneuvering to avoid any court bat-
tles. Not only are such battles time
consuming, but the committee is con-
vinced that no court has any jurisdic-
tion over any part of the impeachment
inquiry and process. Impeachment is
sanctioned by the Constitution as solely
a congressional activity. The commitiee
Jeaders expect to give St. Clair perhaps
two more weeks in which to respond
conclusively to its request for evidence.
If he fails to do so, the request will be re-
newed. If Nixon and St. Clair still re-
fuse to comply, only then will the com-
mittee issue a subpoena for the material.

Meanwhile, the committee’s inves-
tigation will continue. First, all of the ev-
idence given to Jaworski by the White
House will be examined. Then the com-
mittee intends to study the package of
evidence from the Watergate grand jury.
If St. Clair and Nixon decide to resist
the subpoena, the committee will prob-
ably seek a contempt citation against the
President. The citation would become
one of several—or perhaps many
—points in an impeachment charge. “I
would make it the last article of im-
peachment, not the first,” declares a
Republican member of the Judiciary
Committee.

Reports TIME’s veteran congressio-
nal correspondent, Neil MacNeil: “St.
Clair's strategy is offending the House’s
sense of itself—an extremely dangerous
business for Nixon. He is losing South-
ern Democrats and conservative Repub-
licans by the dozens right now.” And
this is even before any of the potential
impeachment evidence has been ana-
lyzed by the Rodino committee.

Always Smile, Despite St. Clair’s
problems, many legal scholars give him
high marks so far for making the best
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of what they see as a very difficult case.
Under St. Clair, observes Harvard Law
Professor Alan Dershowitz, “the quality
of legal representation has gone way
up.” St. Clair is following a predictable
pattern of impeachment defense, says
Law Professor Arval Morris of the Uni-
versity of Washington. “The first thing
is to narrow the concept of the impeach-
able offense—that rules out a whole lot
of evidence.” The University of Chica-
go's Philip Kurland views St. Clair’s de-
fense strategy as “to give only what he
is forced to give and to delay as long as
he can.”

Richard Donahue, a leading trial
lawyer in Massachuselis, offers a more
invidious assessment. He considers St.
Clair's tactics much the same kind of de-
fense that one would put up for “a drunk-
en driver. If you have a guilty client,
you make ‘em prove everything every
inch of the way, attack everyone in the
room—the judge, the court officers, the
witnesses—but you always smile.” Har-
vard's Dershowitz says that it is diffi-
cult to rate St. Clair's overall effective-
ness without knowing the culpability of
his client. “If Nixon is innocent, has
nothing to hide, then St. Clair is doing
a terrible job because he is making it ap-
pear as though Nixon has something to
hide. If he is guilty, then St. Clair is do-
ing a great job.”

A strategy of delay, however, is a dis-
service to the nation, arguss Law Pro-
fessor John Flynn of the University of
Utah. He objects to St. Clair’s “defend-
ing this case on a petty criminal basis
—raising every technical objection pos-
sible. This is a form of legal
brinkmanship. He may be winning the
legal battle but losing the more impor-
tant battle of public confidence in the
President.” The University of Chicago's
Harry Kalven Jr. agrees: “Delay has
consequences for the whole country. It
seems seriously inappropriate.” It is also,
of course, the opposite of what Nixon is
arguing for: “I want a prompt and just
resolution of this matter.”

Many of St. Clair’s recent statements
on more specific Watergate issues are se-
verely criticized by legal experls and
other persons who have detailed knowl-
edge of the various investigations of the
scandal. Generally stated, these asser-
tions by St. Clair include:

A President can be impeached only
Jor crimes of a very serious nature com-
mitted in his governmental capacity.

As a practical—but not legal—mat-
ter, a serious crirninal act by a Presi-
dent may have 10 be shown to enlist the
two-thirds Senate vote for conviction
and removal from office. Despite the
views of Nixon and St. Clair, however,
almost no reputable scholar contends
that the “high crimes and misdemean-
ors” cited in the Constitution as bases
for impeachment were meant to be tak-
en in the modern sense of those words.
Chicago's Kurland says that any
“breach of trust of high office” falls with-
in the meaning intended by the consti-
tutional framers. This was shown by one
of the framers of the impeachment pro-
vision, James Wilson, who said that
what he had in mind was misbehavior,
or what he called “malversation.” James
Madison added that impeachment was
a protection against the “negligence or
perfidy of the Chief Magistrate.”

The President can claim Executive

privilege in withholding requested evi-
dence from the House Commitiee.
Disputing .that, the University of
Washington's Morris echoes the prevail-
ing view among constitutional scholars:

. “In constitutional law, there really isn’t

any sort of Executive privilege that the
President can raise against the House.”
The impeachment procedure was set up
to cover a unique situation in which the
separation of powers among the branch-
es of Government can be broached by
the Congress to determine whether
an impeachable offense has occurred.
Four U.S. Presidents—Andrew Jackson,
James Polk, James Buchanan and Ulys-
ses S. Grant—have declared that they
would have no right to withhold any-
thing from an impeachment proceeding.

The House Judiciary Committee
must determine what an impeachable of-
Sense is before it seeks the evidence.

There is no legal requirement to do
so. It is precisely because the Consti-
tution is vague on what is impeachable
that the committee wants to determine
whether there has been wrongdoing be-
fore deciding whether what it finds is im-
peachable. Certainly, the multiple in-
dictments and guilty pleas on criminal
charges by 26 Nixon agents so far are
reason enough to prompt a broad and
deep inquiry into the President’s con-
duct in office. To carry out that inquiry
properly the committee needs all the ev-
idence it can get about the President’s
conduct in the Watergate and related
political-espionage and payoff scandals.

Because the President is the chief
law-enforcement official in the nation, he
did not have a legal obligation to report
his knowledge of the hush-money pay-
ments—a crime——to anyone else. He must
only see fo it that the judicial process was
initiated.

“The President is not engaged in the
law-enforcement business,” contends
Chicago's Kurland. “It is a title that St.
Clair has created for the situation.”
Adds BHofstra University Law Dean
Monroe Freedman: “The contention is
cute, but technically it's absurd.” For a
President merely to tell himself that a
crime has been committed is not enough,
many scholars point out. People in the
White House are “no different from any
other citizens” when they learn of a
crime, says Attorney General William
Saxbe, who has a greater right than the
President to consider himself the top
law-enforcement official. Far from ini-
tiating judicial action in the Watergate
cover-up, moreover, Nixon sought to
block full disclosure. He withheld tapes
and other evidence from investigators,
fought vainly in the courts to keep this
material away from the grand jury, and
fired Special Prosecutor Archibald Cox
when he persisted in seeking it.

St. Clair is not representing the Pres-
ident. He is representing the institution
of the presidency.

“This is at best superficial and at
worst misleading,” declares Norman
Dorsen, law professor at New York Uni-
versity. “It is not the presidency that is
being investigated and that is denying
Congress information. It is Mr. Nixon
who is under investigation, who is not
cooperating. It is not some abstraction
that is advising St. Clair on the case. It
is Richard Nixon.” No one is counsel
for the office of the presidency, asserts
Kurland. “There is no such job. This is
just rhetoric.”

St. Clair seemed to concede as much

last week when he told TIME Correspon-
dent Dean Fischer: “My client happens
to be the President of the United States.
In this sense, he’s a unique client. There
are certain decisions that only he can
make. These decisions relate to the con-
fidentiality of presidential communica-
tions and Executive privilege. I can’t
make those decisions for him. They're
his and his alone.”

Such a decision by Nixon was made
when the President ruled that he would
not give Jaworski any more White
House evidence, including 27 tapes that
the special prosecutor is still seeking.
St. Clair has not heard those recordings.
That puts him in a weak position in hav-
ing rejected Jaworski's request on
grounds that the contents of the record-
ings did not justify violating the Pres-
ident’s right to protect their confiden-
tiality. St. Clair has apparently not
heard the 42 tapes sought by the Ro-
dino staff either.

For an experienced trial lawyer,
St. Clair has made some specific com-
ments on aspects of the Watergate
cover-up case that appear odd. Par-
ticularly baffling was his claim that
John Dean would no longer be a wit-
ness in Special Prosecutor Jaworski’s
conspiracy case against Nixon's former
aides. Both Nixon and St. Clair were
heavily depending on the claim that
Dean had been discredited because he
testified before the Senate Watergate
committee that he had talked to Nixon
about the hush-money payments on
March 13, while a tape of the conver-
sation shows that it occurred on March
21. Dean, who had testified without ac-
cess to his White House files, later told
investigators that he had been wrong by
one week. Nixon in Chicago seemed to
be grasping at a straw in citing that one-
week error as significant. Dean will be
a major trial witness.

St. Clair also tried to undermine a
key claim in the grand jury's conspir-
acy indictment: that $75,000 in hush
money had been paid on March 21,
1973, to William Bittman, the attorney
for E. Howard Hunt, a Watergate wire-
tapper. Hunt had been demanding
money from the White House, threat-
ening to disclose some of his seamy work
as a member of Nixon’s squad of secret
plumber investigators. The payment was
alleged by the grand jury to have been
made just a few hours after Dean and
Haldeman had met with Nixon on that
day. St. Clair pointed out, however, that
a large chart used in the Senate Wa-
tergate hearings had listed no such pay-
ment on March 21. That was hardly a
conclusive refutation.

Hush Money. Testimony at the
Senate hearings was imprecise as to the
time of this payment. But St. Clair had
to be aware that the grand jury had
strong evidence of the date before citing
it as a culminating act in the chain of
criminal conspiracy. lLast week the
Washington Post reported that Freder-
ick LaRue, a former official of Nixon’s
re-election committee who has pleaded
guilty to conspiracy to obstruct justice,
had recalled handling the payment after
dinner on March 21. The date was ver-
ified by the travel records of one of La-
Rue’s out-of-town friends. who atiended
the dinner. Investigators have the credit-
card records of his hotel and travel ex-
penses. That is minimal documentation;
the prosecutor has other evidence too.

The payment date challenges Nix-

Approved For Release 2001/08/08 : CIA-RBP77-00432R000100320002-0




Approved For Release 2001/08/08 : CIA-RDP77-00432R000100320002-0

on’s repeated claim that. during the cel-
ebrated March 21 meeting with Dean
and Haldeman in his office, he flatly re-
jected the idea of paying any hush
money. The grand jury, which heard the
tape of the meeting, cited Haldeman for

perjury because of his testimony at the -

Senate hearings that Nixon had said
such payments were wrong. This grand
jury action suggested that Nixon must
have been lying in his public claims that
he told his aides the payments were
wrong. If a payment was made after the
talk, the President either did not dis-
courage the payment of hush money, or
he was misunderstood by his aides, or
he was disobeyed.

Nixon conceded in a press confer-
ence two weeks ago that other persons
who heard the tape might “reach dif-
ferent interpretations. But I know what
1 meant, and I know also what I did. I
meant that the whole transaction was
wrong, the transaction for the purpose
of keeping this whole matter covered
up.” Nixon said that he told Dean, “It
is wrong, that’s for sure”—and that the
remark was meant to apply to both
the promise of Executive clemency and
the payment of hush money to any
defendant.

The President has refused to release
the .tape or a transcript of the conver-

..sation, but TIME has learned its gist.
Four important words spoken by the
President come through clearly: “It
would be wrong.” But these words are
spoken only within the context of a dis-
cussion about promising clemency. The
subject of paying money to keep the bur-
glars quiet comes once before the clem-
ency discussion and two times after it.
On none of those three occasions does
Nixon say or suggest that such payments
would be wrong.

Among the tapes most eagerly
sought by both Prosecutor Jaworski and
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the Rodino committee staff are those of
conversations between Nixon and his
top aides from about ten days before to
ten days after this March 21 conversa-
tion. The investigators wonder whether
there was any more talk of the illegal
hush payments in this period. Nixon has
refused to yield any of these tapes to ei-
ther of the investigating bodies.

Two Supporters. An additional
problem for the President is that any
White House attempt to stonewall the
Rodino committee by denying access to
any further evidence runs the risk of
alienating two of Nixon’s most helpful
supporters: Vice President Gerald Ford
and Republican Senate Leader Hugh
Scott. Ford seems to be opening a great-
er distance between himself and the
President. He still backs the White
House view that Rodino is off on a “fish-
ing expedition™ for evidence and ought
to specify “a bill of particulars” against
Nixon before seeking the supporting
documents. But Ford irked Nixon'’s staff
by declaring publicly that Rodino is ful-
ly entitled to see the grand jury’s spe-
cial report and evidence. He also said
that he was “concerned” about Nixon’s
failure to report the illegal payment of si-
lence money to Watergate defendants
as soon as Dean told him about it. “I
think I would have,” Ford said.

Scott is getting nervous because he
went out on a imb to assail Dean's cred-
ibility on the basis of tape transcripts
and summaries shown to him by Nix-
on. The failure of the White House to
make the same information public dis-
turbs Scott. His associates worry that he
may have been misled by the one-week
discrepancy in Dean’s testimony about
hush money, perhaps having seen a
transcript in which no such discussion
appeared. As for giving the Rodino com-
mittee what it wants, Scott, too, is op-
posed to “fishing expeditions,” but he

Niverls Toxes: “A Shocker” -

Another big bombshell is about to | - B

C e e s sy

go off under the President. The Con-
gressional Joint Committee on Internal
Revenue Taxation, which Nixon asked
to look into two questionable tax entries
that he had made on his returns for 1969
and 1970, is expected to release its pre-
liminary report late this week or next
week. Says one senior Senator on the
committee: “1t will be a shocker.”

Congressman Wilbur Mills; the in-
fluential and powerful chairman of the
House Ways and Means Committee,
added: “If Watergate brought pressure
on Nixon to resign, our report will bring
about a great deal more pressure. I don’t
believe that he will be able to withstand
it.” A congressional staff member said
that Nixon may well wind up owing
more than $500.000 in taxes and pen-
alties. For the years 1970 and 1971 he
paid less than $2,000 on a combined in-
come of $526,000.

L]

The tax committee will not draw any
conclusions on whether Nixon may have
been guilty of fraud in filing his returns.
It will leave any such determination up
to the Judiciary Committee and Inter-
nal Revenue Service, which is belatedly
rechecking Nixon’s returns. The report
by the joint committee will merely in-
dicate those deductions that it considers
should not have been allowed and will

[

CONGRESSMAN WILBUR MILLS

cite other taxes that it judges the Pres-
ident owes. (Though the committee’s
findings are not binding, the President
has promised to accept their ruling and
pay accordingly.) It would be wrong to
allege fraud, Mills explained, “because
half the members of the committee are
Senators, and they may have to serve
as a jury on impeachment.” In other
words. Senators should not accuse Nix-
on if they also may have to stand in judg-
ment of him later.

The committee is expected to con-

does not believe that the committee is
on one. Noting White House objections
to anyone backing a truck up to the
White House for files, Scott suggests:
“How about a station wagon?”

As the President’s difficulties con-
tinue to accumulate, his public appear-
ances look increasingly like an effort to
go over the heads of the aroused im-
peachers in the House and directy to
the public. His vows to “fight like hell”
and “not walk away from this job”
may win some wavering doubters to his
side. But his position is steadily grow-
ing weaker.

If the President is innocent in the
cover-up acts of his aides, he could eas-
ily gain adherents by turning over the
27 tapes that Jaworski wants and the
42 that the House Judiciary Committee
is seeking. That would dispel many sus-
picions, and it would certainly not “de-
stroy” the presidency. Since he has given
up 19 tapes and 700 documents already,
why would turning over more tapes
break the back of this most visible of
U.S. institutions? If he is not innocent
the current collision course with the
Congress may be the only viable one
for him.

Gentler Approach. Perhaps per-
ceiving new dangers in a showdown with
the impeachment committee, St. Clair
seemed to soften his earlier stand. “We
are not seeking a confrontation,” he told
TIME. “It would not be good for the Pres-
ident or the country. I think John Doar
and I both believe that adjustments can
be made to avoid it. T don’t think the
committee intends to have a fishing ex-
pedition.” If this view seemed more con-
ciliatory than those expressed by his
unique client last week, perhaps the gen-
tler approach is merely a shrewd tactic.
Or maybe Lawyer James St. Clair de-
serves a more attentive audience within
the confines of the Oval Office.

clude that Nixon owes some $300.000
in back taxes for having iaken a deduc-
tion of $482,000 for the gift of his vice-
presidential papers—a transaction that
he has conceded may not have been
completed before a law banning such de-
ductions went into effect. While Nixon
will not be accused of fraud because a
deed and other papers completing the
transaction apparently were backdated
to get them within the deadline, the
committee may put blame on those who
prepared the returns. That could apply
pressure on Nixon's lawyers to explain
the transactions more fully in order to
avoid criminal charges themselves.
-]

Also certain to be cited as another
Nixon tax error was his failure to re-
port a $142,000 profit on the sale of his
Manhattan apartment in 1969 and to
pay a capital gains tax on it. Nixon had
asked the committee to examine both
this sale and the deduction for his pa-
pers. The probers have gone beyond
these matters and apparently have dis-
covered other Nixon tax errors. Insists
Mills: “People can better understand a
failure to pay taxes than they can un-
derstand Watergate. Overdeductions.
failure to state income——this will be a re-
port to the American people. And they
can draw their own conclusions.” The
conclusions may be particularly bitier
because the report will be released just
at the time when Americans are paying
their own income taxes.
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Guess \X/ho’sying

Henry Superspy?

. Who's Who and What's Happening in the Spy Business

| __=—ALong Look Behind the Cizssified Curtain -+ CoL

By Tad Szule | _
{"'\ne day it is the controversy cver the
\.# Centrzl Intelligence Agency’s role in
Watergate. Another day it is a piece of inept
C1A skulduggery in a remote province in
Thailand. Then itis the grudging admission
that quite 2 few American newsmen have:
been operating as CIA informants abroad.
Or rhe discovery that the agency has heen
secretly training Tibetan guerrillas in Col-
orado, and Cambodian and Ugandan irregu-
2rs at hidden camps in Greece whilg bank-
rollizne colonels on the ruling Greek junia
and financing famous European statesmen
znd contriving to overthrow the Libyan re-
ime. ’ .
“The CIA, it weuld seem, just cannot stay
* out of the headiines, which is a commentary
“on the agéncy itself and on the contradictions
insur society. Though it cbviously is onc of
the mwost. steretive agencies in the United
States governmcent, the CIA probably re-
ccives more publicity than any Washington
burcaucracy except for the White House.
Most of this publicity is negative, sometimes
indignanz, often” sensationalist, and fre-
quently lopsided. The CLA’s track record in
the 27 years of its operations largely accounts
fos this lavish yct unwanted coverage—it's
done cverything from stealing the text of
Khrushchev's seeret Kremlin speech de-
nouncing Stalin and the'Bay of Pigs, to over-
throwing forcign regimes, to running the
Lacs“Clandestine Army,” and possibly out-
fitting the Watergate “Plumbers”—but it is
our cndless fascination with espionage and
cloak-and-dagger stories that makes readers
unfailingly- receptive to stories and books
about the CIA. )

On 2 more scrious level, however, our
interest underlines the important point thata
secret agency cannot function in .utter se-
erecy in what still is a reasonably open soci-

cety. The CIA is the subjeet of continued
public scrutiny and debate—even if the
scrutiny is superficial and the debate seldom
well informed, and even if it is true that the
agency has been allowed to run wild and
uncontrolled. There is a growing view
—rcinforced by the Watergate affair—ihat
the CIA should be made more accountable to
proper Congressional committees as is, for
example, the Atomic Energy Commission,
whose work also is sccret. Yet there is no
other nation where key intelligence officials
are as casily identifiable as in the United’
States and where the head of intelligence is

publicly and extensively questioned by the
legislature—never mind how thoroughly

—as William Egan Colby, the new CIA Di- -

rector, was last year. And it is not al! that
hard for investig-tive reporters to track
down some CIA actions, much to the
agency’s annoyance. In Britain, the Official
Secrets Act would make this impossible. In
France, the top-secret Service du Territoire
would preventit. So would Isracl’s Shin Bet,,
with the assistance of official censorship. In
Communist countrics, exposure of the se-
curity services is-unthinkable,

Unsatisfactory as itis to thosc appalled by
the CIA's excesses, the exposure that does
exist in our democratic society clearly is a
plus. Last year's discovery of the abortive
1970 White House plan for domestic intel-
ligence (Tom Huston, its author, praised the
CIA for its cooperative spirit in cngineering
it) underscored the importance of such expo-
sure. So did disclosures of the ClA-run Op-
cration Phocnix in Vietnam sct up for mur-
dering suspected Viet Cong agents. We are
highly sensitized to the role of inte}ligence
agencies here and abroad. But sa strange is
our morality that we usually tend to accept
the national sccurity need for building hetter-
and better nuclear arsenals but flinch indig-
nantly at the notion of American involve-
ment in global inelligence operations.

This is where the contradictions of our
socicty coie.in. Fowever, the reality is that
cffective forcign policy depends not only on
classical political and cconomic diplomacy,
but also on’ military deterrents and the
availability of solid intelligence. To abolish
our intelligence serviees would be tan-
tamount to unilateral nuclear disarmanient,
something not seriously proposed here. We
must live with the reality shat the CL\ and
its sister agencies will go on existing: so will
the Soviet KGB’s external operations.

Having said all these things, I should add
that despite all the publicity about the CIA
and company, the function of intelligence in '
the modern age is not always understood by
the public or, for that matter, by our top
policymakers. In fact, the cntive American
intelligence apparatus—not just the ClA—is !
undergoing a major institutional crisis. This '
crisis results in fairly equal parts from the
profound politics! and technological changes
affecting the world in the 1970s (perhaps not
fully comprehendéd by the intelligence peo-
ple themselves) and from the style of forcign
‘policy as conducted by Richard Nixon and

Heory Rissinger, What is avissue now is the
effectiveness of our intelligence machinery
and the quéstion of whether it is helped or
hurt oy Kissinges's decision to be the de
facto chief intelligence officer of the United
States in addition to serving as Secretary of
Srate and the President’s principal foreign
policy advisor. : .
First, however, let’s briefly look at the
United States intelligence establishment,

Bn theory, the intclligence community is
a unificd body presided over by the
United States Intelligence Board (USIB),
which is directly responsible to the National
Sccurity Council at the White House and
conscquently to the President. The USIB is
headed by the Director of the CIA, who also
acts as Director of Central Intelligence and,
again in theory, as chicl of the intelligence
community. William  Colby replaced
Richard Ilelins in this twin-post last Sep-
tember (there was a five-month interregnum
during which James M. Schlesinger man-
aged to shake up the community quite con-
siderably before moving on to be Scerctary
ol Vefensed, but there are no indications so
far that Colby carries much more weight
with the Nixon-Kissinger White House than
did Helms, Helms, now Ambassador to
Iran, was in deep disfavor with Kissinger.
The White House tends to regard Colby as
an cfficient intelligence bureauerat and ad-
ministrator (despite his long carcer as a clan-

destinc operator) who meets Kissinger's spe- ;
cial requirements. So it is hard to think of |
Colby as the real chief of the intelligence .
community in the sense that Allen Dulles
was when he was CIA director from 1933 10
1961. There scem to be no giants nowadays
in the spying business. It has been touched
hy the age of mediocrity too, !
The other agencies forming the USIB are
the Defense Intelligence Ageney (DIA),
supposedly the spokesman for the Pentagon,
but not always in wint with the intclligence
experts of the Office of the Seeretary of De-
fense or the Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Na-'
tional Sccurity Agency (NSA), specializing
in highly sophisticated electronic and tech-
nological intelligence gathéring: the State
Department’s smallish but excellent Bureau
of Intelligence and Research (INR), mainly
conceried  with analyzing political and |
cconomic intclligence; the Atomic Energy
Commission (ALC), which has its own
intclligence-processing capability in the nu-
clear ficld; the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
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tion, contributing counterespionage func-
tions; and the Treasury Departmeent, a fairly
recent addition, which is involved in intel-
ligence operations against narcotics traffic
;and which also runs the Secret Service.
Below the USIB, but connected with the
.major intelligence agencies, are such
specialized organizations as the National Re-
connaissance Oftice (NRQO), the most séeret
of them all. NRQOs existence has been one of
jthe intelligence commiunity’s best kept se-
.erets. Its mission is to coordinate the so-,
called “overhcad” reconnaissance conducted ;
by Samos spy-in-the-sky satellites- and
high-flying planes like the SR-71, the suc-
1cessor to the famous U-2. The Air Force
runs NRO with special funds—some esti-
i mates are that NRO spends $1.5 billion an-
inually, about a-fifth of the total United
i States intelligence budget—and itis belicved
that the Under Sccretary of the Air Force, &
currently  James W. Plummer, is its im-i
ymediate boss. Overhead reconnaissance is
absolutely essential for the monitoring of |
vmilitary deployments by potential adver-
sarics: The Samos satellite, for example, is
| the so-called “medns of national verification”
for the 1972 Sovict-American nuclear con-
trol agreements. It insures that the Russians
are not cheating on the antiballistic missile
. (ABM) limitations or exceeding the number
of land- or submarinc-based missiles under
+the temporary accord on offensive strategic
~weapons. The Samos, with its  high-|
jprecision photography, keeps Washington |
j posted on every new missile site and type of
yweapon deployed by the Soviet Union.
i Thanks to the Samos we know that the
:Soviets are busily building their strength.
And the Russians, of course, have their own
version of the Samos to keep us honest.
NRO expents work closely with the huge
National Security Agency (believed to cr-
ploy more than 20,000 civilin]x and military
specialists), both in actual m-crhc;}d recon-
naissance and in the parallel task of telemet-
ric monitoring of Sovict advances in the de-
velopment of Aultiple  Independently
Targeted  Reentry  Vehicle  (MIRV)
vavarheads, {These are multiple warheads,
usually three, carried by individual ballistic
missiles. Each can be guided separately o its
assigned and very precise target.) Develop-
ing MIRV was a major American nuclear
-breakihrough, and for the last five years

cnormous effort has gone into monitoring

Soviet tests to determine whether the Rus-
sians have it too. The American defense
posture and disarmament negotiating stance
depend on this knowledge. The intelligence
community believes that the Soviet Union
“MIRVed™ last year, but-is uncertain just
how precise the Soviet targeting system is.

This information isthe raw strategic intel-
ligence that NRO and NSA feed to the CIA
and the DIA—and ultimately to the USIB
and the White House—for evaluation and
interpretation. NSA also provides the intel-
ligence community with a fantastic wealth of
clectronic intelligence—ELINT in the pro-
fessional jargon—in addition to data on
Sovict or Chinese military deployments and
developments. NSA listening posts around
the world eavesdrop on practically all the
non-American (not only Communist) mili-
tary radio, microwave, telex, and telephone
traffic. They intercept conversations among
Soviet MIG pilots; routine communications
cither in clear language or in code (one of

NSA’s crucial functions is code-breaking as
well as code-making) involving Warsaw Pact
military units, Chinese, North Vietnamese,
North Korean, and other Communist de-
tachments; and just about everything of po-
tential interest to the United States that can
be overheard or copied. This work is done
from secret land bascs ranging from Frhiopia
and the Indian‘Himalavas to Turkey and the
Alcutian islands az well as from ELINT
ships (the Pueblo, captured by North Korea,
.was one) and ELINT aircraft flying all over
"the world. NSA-equipped and manned air-
craft directed secret ground penetrating op-
erations in Laos and Cambodia, and pre-,
sumably do so now in other critical areas
~—the Middle East is probably one. It may
one day be NSA’s function to interrupt the
worldwide United States military com-
munications network, with a message pre-
ceded by the code word CRITIC (which
automatically gives it absolute priority over
all other traffic) to alert the White House, the
North American Defense Command in Col-
orado, and the Strategic Air Command in
Omaha that enemy missiles or bombers have
been launched—or arc about to be—against
the United States. T'he extra few scconds
such a warning would provide before, say, a
Soviet first strike would allow the United
States to respond with a sccond strike from
Minuteman missiles in North Dakota,”
! Polaris and Poseidon nuclear submarines
ycruising under the oceans, and SAC B-52
"bombers on permanent airborne alert.

But since a nuclear holocaust is not gencr- .
ally anticipated, the value of strategic intel-
ligence relates to the construction of our de-
fense, and diplomatic policies) And this is
where the intelligence community's current
internal crisis appears in its most acute form.
To be meaningful, strategic and tactical in-
telligence must be properly evaluated and
interpreted. The National Security Agency
and. the National Reconnaissance Office
producc and supply the raw intelligence for
the CIA, DIA, and INR. Butthe CIA, DIA

vices), and INR also collect and produce in-
telligence  they  obtain  through  non-
electronic means. Each agency plays a dual
role and cach has its own analyscs, opinions,
and biases. Each tries to influence policy,
often for selfi-serving reasons. The CIA, for
example, is barred by statute from formulat-
ing policics, but the CLA obviously holds
policy views and subtly, if not always suc-
cessfully, tries to influence national |
decision-making processes. During the larter
“part of the Vietnam war; for example, the
agency continually warned against military
over optimism and against underestimating
North Vietnamese and Viet Cong power:
The CIA urged realism in “Vietnamization™
policics. On the other hand, it miscalculated
the advantages of getting rid of Prince Noro-
dom Sihanouk in Cambodia because it
" minimized the potential of the rebel Khmer
Rouge guerrillas. The Administration ac-
cepted the CL\’s Cambodia opinions with
results that are less than felicitous. Aswill be |
seen, the CIA also had views on strategic
negotiations that differed from those of other
‘members of the intelligence community. It
played an important role in helping to un-
dermine the Socialist régime in Chile—this
included strong policy views in favor of
doing so—in addition to carrying out Whizz
House instructions in this area. in other

6

words, the CIA never simply cranked out
intelligence withsut adding p‘olicy views.

The DIA, whose generals and admirals
are concerned with the fortunes of the mili-
tary profession, often seems to have a vested
interest in “worst casc” interpretations of
intelligence  data. Put simply, military
analysts tend to suspect the worst concern-
ing the potential enemy’s intentions because |
that justifies requests for bigger budgets and |
appropriations for new weapons systems. |
Politically, “worst ca2se” conclusicns may !
bring trade-offs. In 1969, for instance, the
Pentagon’s insistence that the Russians had
“MIRVed" (the CIs accurately concluded
that they hadn’t yet) forced Nixon and Kis-
singer to “buy it off”: They promised ap-
propriations for new wecapons systems so
that the military establishment would sup-
port the SALT I negotiations with the Rus-
sians. And so on.

Traditional]yq the general idea always has
‘been that the intclligence community,
with all its various resources, would pr'c-
sent the President with agreed estimares on
cverything from Soviet nuclear advances to

"Hanoi's intentions ‘n Victnam, Laos, or

Cambodia; the likelihood of 2z Sovier-

"Chinese war; the chances ef 2 new Middle |

Eastern conflict; the surviva; power of the [
Socialist regime i Chile; and many other

:situations of concern to the United States.

When the CLA truly was Washington's
pre-eminent intelligence organ, its Office of
National Estimates prepared the so-called
National Ingelligence Estimates (N1Es) on
behalf of the entire intelligence community,
although uther agencies” dissenting views
were duly noted. By and large, however, the

- NIEs were fairly sacrosancs,

But in June 1973, when Kissinger vas the
President’s chief of staff for foreign affairs,
the Office of National Isiimates was
abolished. John W, Tuizengz, the Chief of
National Estimates, was forced into prema-

i " . 3 -ture retirement by Schlesinger, The changes
(and the individual military dntelligencé ser- -

were based on reorganization plans for the
intelligence community thai Schlesinger,

-then head of the Office of Budges and Man-

agement, prepared for the White House in
November 1971, The new estimating Sys-
tem turned out to be more responsive to the
special needs of the Nixon-Kissinggs White
House, and this is very much pari of what is
happening o the intelligence community.

“ Instead of 2 permanent estimaces body,
Colby, acting as Dircetor of Central Inselli-
gence, sct up a corps of so-calicd National
ineelligence Officers drawn from she CIA
and pther agencies to work on specific intel-
tigence projects. This staff has the Jogistic
support of the whole intelligence commu-
nity. Itis headed by George Carver, desig-
nated as Chief National Intelligence Officer,
who operates direcly under Colby with
thrze deputies and approximately 30 Na-
tionai intelligence Officers, although thie
figure probably wili increase as the carps
develops. Carver s a CTiA veteran and a
Victnam expert. He first caught Kissinger's

I eye beeause he represented the CIA on the]

Nictnam Task Foree, an interagency group,
and cccasionally on the National Security
Council. i practice, Collry and Carver as-

'siga a specitic project—it could e Arab at-

titudes on oil or the likeliheod of a Nerth)
Vietmamesz offensive in 1974—102 National
Inmtelligence Ofticer, whe pulls together alf
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¢ necessary intelligence resources to pro-

ce a report submitted to Colby and then to

¢ National Security Council, whichmeans

enry Kissinger wearing the hat of Special
residential Assistant and/or chairman of
e top-seeret “40 Committee™ in the NSC.
tructure, 1'his means that different senior-
stimators work on various projects rather
han having the Office of National Estimates
hpproving all the reports as it did in the past.’
Kissinger and his staff have direct.aceess o
he National Intelligence Officers when
vork is in progress, so Kissinger can better
sontrol the process of intelligence.

“T'his is the most important stroctural and

Mitical change to affyer the intelligence
community sinee Helms was shipped to Iran ”
parly in 1973, Schlesinger's short reignaat the
ClA Langley headquarters produced some
superficial changes: The staff was cut by
nearly ten pereent; scorcs of . old-line
“romantics” in the Clandestine ™ Services
were retired (I5. Howard unt was retived
by.IHelms in 1970); the agency was redr-
rganized along more modern and cfficient
iines; and the importance of electronic intel-
ligence was emphasized by Lringing Pen-
tagon “overhead” FECONNAISSANCE CXPEFES 1O
Schlesinger's seventh-floor excutive suiteat
Langley. ‘ . 1

But the really significant change in the’
intelligence community’s structufe came
with Kissinger’s decision to atomize it and
therefore bring it under his own tight con-
wrol, Fissinger wanted t break the fre-
quenly artificial consensus of estimates and
encourage 2 dircet flow of intelligence from
the various agencics to his own oftice in the
White House where he and his- National
Security Council staff made the final esti-
mates and cvaluations.

This naturally led to a major contro-
\'crsy:—an academic one, since Kissinger had
the Jast word—between Kissinger and the
traditionalists in the intelligence commu-
nity. In brief, the apposing positions were
these: Kissinger believed that the agreed na-
tional estimates were the lowest common
denominator reached by agencies that often
disagreed on interpreation of data-—in his
own words, he had to fight his way through
“Talmudic® documents to find their real
meaning; the traditionalists’ view was ll\:l‘t
Kissinger was disrupting an orderly n}tclh-
gence procedure in favor of his own biases,
that he wanted interpretations to it his pre-
conceived policy  opinions. Intelligence
community vetcrans complain that Kis-
singer and his people now use the intelli-
gence product capriciously and unprofes-

sionally. They resent what they consider his
“sloppy” handling of intelligence and his
practice of eliminating top intelligence peo-
ple from the decision-making process, They
say that under the new system, the intelhi-
gence comniunity, including Central lntelli-
gence Birector Colby, has no idea what hap-
pens to the intelligence product, such as the
National Intelligence officers’ contribution,
once it is fed ino the White House machin-
‘or

Lven in Dick Helns' day, old-timers say,
the Director of Central Intelligence srarely
had a chance todefend his views at the White
House because National Security Council
mectings were increasingly infrequent and
there was no other forum where he could,

".speak. out. In his latter ‘years Helms had

virtually no direct aceess to Nixon, whiie
Kissinger made no bones about his low apin-
ion of the CIA boss. Colby, as far as it is
known, is not faring much better with the
White I1ouse. For example, when Kissinger
and Schlesinger ordered the worldwide
United” States military alert during last
October's Mideast erisis, Colby was notcon-
sulted beforchand. He simply was sum-
moned after the decision was made and in-
formed of it. . .

ClA officials also chink that Kissinger
often ignores agency views and estimaics in
favor of opinions imore to his pragmatic lik-
ing. This, they say, is what happens when

-CIA and military inteiligence differ consid- .

erably. The 1969 MIRV controversy waz
the first instarice of it. Later the White

‘House. minimized CIA warnings that the

Viet Cong was much stronger in Vietnan

‘than the US Command in Saigon clahned

and that pacification was far from successful.
Rissinger, CIA people say. never requested
the agency's opinion on the soundsess of the
DIA plan te snaich American war prisoncrs
from the, Sontay camp in North Vietnam
(the camp was emony when the raiders
landed). No questions, they say, were putta
the intelligence community wien the Ad-
ministration decided en the Cambodian in-

‘\'as'icm in 1970 (the military insisted they

knew where to find the elusive C()S\'.\'{i‘
command of the Vieo Cong inside Cam-i
bodia; it has not been located tothisday). No'
questions were put to the intelligence com-
munity when the White House decided to
support the South Vicmamese thrust into
Laosin 1971 to sover the Tie Chi Minh Trail
(the operation failed). CLA people wonder
why Kissinger never ordered the imelligence’
community to prepare studics on all these,
plans before deciding to carry them out.

Colby, a lifetime claindestine operator {he’
fought Lehind enemy lines in France and
Norway as a young (885 officer in World
War I1, then made a CIA carver in Vietam
as station chiet and later us chivt ofthe paciti-
cation program with ambassadorial rank)
still chairs the USEB as Dirceror of Central
Intelligence—USIB now is mainly con-
cerned with evaluating Soviet military and
political strengih. But Colby's power has
been considerably eroded i comparison
with that held by his CIA predecessors.

Individual intelligence agencies now are
increasingly in rivalry with one another (the
difference is that in the past natural rivalries
were discouraged by the White House; now
they scem to be encouraged) for the attention
of Henry Kissinger and thus the President.
To putitsimply, Kissinger, whodistrusts all
bureaucracies inciuding the intclligence
community, devised a scries of sophisticited
moves to weaken the intelligence apparatus
so that he could become the chicf interpreter
and arbiter of the intelligence product
emanating from cach agéncy.

Kissinger continues to control the Na-
tional Security Council—he retains his post
of White House Special- Assistant for Na-
tional Sccurity Affairs despite his new post
as Secretary of State—and this prescrves his
coptrol of the evaluation of intclligence. This
is probably the most powerful function in
the formulation of foreign policy, which can
be evolved only on the basis of evaluated
knowledge. That is what intelligence is all -
about. The Secretary of State has no such
statutory power; traditionally he is a con-

sumer of intelligence. During Nixon's first
term William P. Rogers simply relied on his |
own intelligence and Research Bureau—and
1 there are regrets at the State Department
that he did not study that first-ratc product
- sufficiently—but Kissinger, wearing his
many hats, is both chief producer and chicf
consumer of the tezal intelligence available to
the United States government. His CIA de-
tractors call him the “super case officer” in
the intelligence community.

g{is.singer also has a handle on major
! N intelligence  decisions  through  his
chairmanship of the “40 Committee” in'the
National Security Council. This is princi-
caily 2 policy’ body—the intelligence
c_ommunixy, the Defense, State, and jﬁsticc
departments are represented on it—that
malkes broad decisions in the ficld of intelli-
gence and instructs the appropriate agencies
1o carry them out through their own means.
it nuine is derived from the number of the
1969 INSC memorandum that sct it up in its
present forny. Earlier, the Committee was
“nown as “$412," a memorandum number
d.ating back te the Lisenhower Administra-
tiori, and dusing the Kennedy and johnson '
administrations as “303,” this being the!
reom number in the Fxecutive Office Build-
ing where the group met, Britain has a simi-
Jar bedy known as the *20 Committee,” but
its namce is a product of British whimsicality.
*Since the British group was called by insid-
ers the “double-cross committee,™ its chicfs
translated the Roman numerals “XX" into
the designation *20™ for their outfit,
The “40 Committee” decisions must be
personally approvéd by the President. lts
agenda and the frequency of its meetings are
seeret, but it s assumed that all l:lrgc:scalc
operations (as distinet from ongoing stand-
ard activities) are reviewed there. This was
thecase, itis said, with the CIA's clandestine
army in raos and with Operation Phoenix in
Vicinam. But it also is known that between
1970 and 1973 the 40 Commitree™ has con-
_cerned itself on a number of occasions with
tf\.c Chilean situation before and after the
cicction of Salvador Allende, the late presi-
dent, as well a5 with such recondite matters
25 whether the Norwegian government
would grant concessions to American oil
firms. In the casc of. Norway, US
policymakers felt that normal- diplomatic
pressures were inadequate and that ineelli-
gence resources were required. Itis not clear
just how the CIA went about this assign-
ment. Likewise, the CIA'srole in an abortive
attempt to overthrow the Libyan regime
some time in 1971 has not been fully
explained—in fact, the whole operation re-
mains an official seciet. However, responsi-'
ble sources claim the C1A was instructed to
climinate the radical government of Colonel
Quadaffi when he threatened to nationalize
US oil companies. Given the scope of
United States interests, there is no limit

to the situations the “40 Committee™ may,
be drawn into. .

Odd asit may sound, the “40 Committee”
under Kissinger early realized that Soviet

‘leaders should have a better understanding.

of the United States. The function of the:
American intelligence community is, by def-
inition, to ferret out knowledge about the
Soviet Union, but sophisticated thinkers
here concluded that awesome policy errors
in the Kremlin can be avoided if the Russians
kncw more about American attitudes and
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potential reactions It would be an exagg=ra-
tion to suggest that the CIA is engaged in
educating the KGB {although 2 pccu}mr rap-
‘port between them exists in certain ficlds
such as security at the time of Nixon's M_os-
.cow visit and Brezhnev's Washington trip),
‘but the intelligence community clearly was
‘delighted some years ago when the Soviet
Academy of Sciences organized its “UsA®
,institute under Gyorgi Arbatob, a specialist
on Amcrican affairs. The assumptinn_h.erc is
, that the new institute is performing a politi-
. cal intelligence functian in conjunction \vn_th ‘
i the KGB and the Sovict Forcign Ministry. -
Speaking of the KGB, which is the CIA's
principal opponent in imglligencc wars, the
,private assessment here is that the Soviet
service has been improving over the years, .
particularly with the advent of a ncw genera-

tion of analysts and estimators. Americans
think, however, that the Russians arc far
behind usin electronic inteliigence even
though they, too, have equipment like over-:
head satellites. .
Experts say that the KGB's internal de-
fenses are strong. It is doubtful that the CIA
ever really penctrated it, although there was
the case of Colonel Oleg Penkovsky, a senior
KGB officer who allegedly served British
and American imtelligence for years as a
double agent. Despite claims here,. it re-
mains unclear what precisely Penkovsky
really did for the West. Because it is both a.
domestic sccurity service (in the FBI sense)i
and an international intelligence agency like
the CIA, the KGB obviously is hard o pene-
-trate. CIA Dircctor Colby made this point
“indirectly when he told a Congressional
committee in exccutive session late last year
that he was spending much of his Kir:uc trying
to penetrate the Soviet Communist party.

It is presumed to be among the 40 Com-,

mittee” functions to supervise secret intelli-
gence agreements with friendly countrics.
Such agreements exist with Britain, Canada,

. Australia, South Africa, and Israel, among.

~others. The CIA and the British M1-6 occa-
sionally exchange agents when it is conven-
ient for one service 1o work under the cover
of the other, but the principal aim of the
agreements is the exchange of intelligence. A
sceret British-American intelligence group

thus functions at the British Embassy in.

Washington. There are extremely close tics
with Canada; recent’ published reports said
that Canadian‘intelligence personnel worked
' hand in hand with the CIA here and in Ot-
tawa. Finally, there is an intelligence ex-
changie agrécment within the North Atlantic
+ Treaty Orgarization, but this is a more lim-
ited arrangement because of what the CIA
sees as the dapgers of leaks to the Soviets.

Dcspitc budget and personnel cuts, in-
ternal divisions, rivalries, and frustra-
tions, the United States intelligence com-
munity is a formidable empire. It is believed
to employ around 100,000 people in all the
agencics (not counting the FBI) and its an-
nual budget is somewhere between 6 billion
and $7 billion, the bulk of the money going
to the expensive technological operations in
the National Security Agency and the Na-
tional Reconnaissance-Office. Although the
CIA is overscen by special Congressional
appropﬁntions subcommiittecs, its budget-
ing, like that of the NSA, DIA, and NRO,
does not appear on the books. Instead, thé
Office of Budget and Management hidesitin
appropriations for other government agen-

cies. Sometimes agencies like the Agency for

International Development spend their own

funds on the CIA’s behalf, as was done in

Laos and Vietnam, to be paid back later.

. The intelligence community, cspccially'
the CIA, also works through innumerable ‘
fronts, often supposed businesses, and

channels funds for political operations

through labor znd cultural groups. At the
peak of the Vietnam war the ClA owned at
least wwo airlines—Air America Inc. (still
operating) and Southern Air Transport,

: (being sold). It also had contracts with scv-
_eral Dona fide US carriers. Southern Air

Transport carried out a- number of secret
operations in the Caribbean in recent years.
The CLA still charters Southeast Air Trans-
port planes to such agencics as AID to bring
Latin Amcrican students and professionals
tothe US for conferences and other meetingg
sponsored by the US government. In 196+ a
special company was sct up in Miami to
recruit Cuban pilots, veterans of the Bay of
Pigs, for secret operations in the Congo. In
carlier years the CIA stibsidized the Na-

_tional Students’ Association,” Radio Free

Europe and Radio Liberty, the Congress for
Cultural Freedom; and a series of related |
magazines here and in Western Furope, Al i
though the CIA is barred by law from
operating in the Urfited States (except at its |
Virginia headquarters), the agency still ‘
maintains covert offices in Mami, New
York, New Qrleans, San ¥Francisco, and
Charleston, South Carolina. ‘CIA officials
say these offices support foreign operations
and, among other functions, help to debricf
interesting travelers returning from-abroad. |
But in the course of Watergate investigations |
it developed that Langley headquarters as;
well as the CIA offices in Miami and San
Francisco provided logistic support for the
White House “Plumbers.” One emplovee,
in fact, still was on the C1A payroll when he |
was arrested at the Watergate office building
in June 1972. .

Basically, the CIA is divided into two

main departments: operations and analysis.
There arc experts in Washington who hold’
the CIA analysis branch in extremely high
-esteem, but tend to-be skeptical of the
operators. The two departments are often at
odds politically: the operators ofien dismiss
the estimators as ‘“eggheads” -while the
analysts think of the operators as a wild
bunch. This situation is changing as more
‘and more old-timers, mostly OSS veterans,
retire, 2 new generation of agents and
analysts enters the CIA ranks, and the needs
of intelligence, especially in clectronic intel-
ligence, change along with the rest of the
world. But there also are stresses inside the
clandestinc services. “Action” officers—the
“black” operators and paramilitary special-
ists—arc more gung-ho than what the CIA
-calls covert political operatives, and this,
too, leads to internal diszgrecments.

Top specialists in their ficlds still are hired
from the outside—the CIA has experts on
everything from West African culture to |
Filipino tribal myths and the effects of the -
Humboldt Current on fisheries in the
Pacific—but the basic recruitment is mainly
from colleges and universities. The decision
whether a recruit should be assigned to oper-
ations or analysis is usually made during an
initial stage at the CIA’s “basic training”
school on Glebe Road in Virginia. Recruits
selected for opcrations are assigned to al
tough course at a special school known as

8

l?arm;’h near Norkown, Virginia.
g analysts may ve sent back to uni-

s,‘crsvua: for nostgraduate studics in various
discipiines. . i
. Traditionally, the CIA has been run by
men from the clandestine services. Thé most
notable C1A dircctor with this background
was Alien Dulles, probably the best intelli-
gence ¢porator the 058 hag in Europe dur-
ing the war. Richard Helms ran the clandes-
tine scrvices tefore rising to the director-
ship. William Colby served briefly asdepury
dircctor for plans (the “dirty tricks” division)
after His return frorn Vietnam and befcre
oeing named Direcior fast year. As C1A T3i-
rector and Dircctor of. Centrai iniclligence,
Colby, a §4-year-cld seif-cffacing but.mugh
man, is backstopped by Lieutenant General
Vernon (Dick) Waliers, the Deputy Direc-
tor of Intelligence. Waliers, an extraordi--
nary linguist, spent much of his Army career
as a military or defense attaché overseas, but
he is not considered an expeit on cither
analysis or clandestine operations. It was
Walters's fot, however, to be drawn inito the
Watergate cover-up controversy when the
White House tried to get the C1A to take the
blame for the “Plumbers” and pay their
salarics after they went to prison.

Schicsinger and Colby reorganized the
CIA structure to a considerable extent. The
old Plans iJepartment (DDP) was renamed
Directorate for Operations (DLC), absorb-
ing the seientific and technical divisions. Itis
headed by William Nelson, a clandestine
services veteran from che ¥ar East, who took.
Colby's former job. Colby, not being a pro- |
fessional estimator, has kept on’ Richard
Lehmann, a highly respected official, as
Deputy Director for Current Intelligence
(DDD). Lehmann works with George Carver .
in the new National intelligence Cfficers’’
system. Major Generai Daniel C. Graham,
brought from thz Pentagon by Schlesinger,
is in charge of “overhcad” intelligence, his
speciality. He works dircetly with Colby,
but he feels strongly that military intelli-
gence at the Pentagon should become more
sophisticated so that it would not lose influ-
ence to the civilian agencies.

CIA officials say that the new electronic
intelligence systems have cut down the
agency’s clandestine work through agents.
After all, enormous resources are earmarked
for worldwide eavesdropping and cclestial
reconnaissance. But, they hasten to add, the
C!A has not lost its capabilitics in this field.
It retains its paramilitary” organization.
Many agents are involved in the new
governmeni-wide operations against the
raffic in narcotics and against international
terrorists. The agency, in fact, seeks to pro-
ject an image of concentration in these arcas.
More recently, the CIA was“asked by the
new Federal Energy Office to monitor the
movements of oil tankers throughout the
world to determine shipping patterns during
the -energy crisis. Deeply involved in the
corporate affairs of the oil industry, the C1A
is believed te be the only government agency
to have been able to compile a ist of joint
ventures in the petrolcum industry. Thisisa
top-scéret document beth from the view-
point of the TIA and the oil industry.

There is oo questicn, eitier, that the CIA
remains deeply invoived in covert political
action evesywhere in the world. The latest
cxample of such activitics concerned the
CIA agent in northeasiern Thailand who
faked a leuer 10 the Bangkok government
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from a guerrilla. leader proposing negotia-
tions. This was a classical cxample of the
“disinformation™ technique, intended to
embarrass the guerrilla leader with his fol-
lowers and thus weaken the subversive
movement. But the new Thai government
took a dim view of the CL\’s involvement in
domestic politics and a scandal developed,
especially because the American Ambas-
sador, Robert Kintner, has a CIA back-
ground himself. Intelligence specialists here,
think, the letterwriting agent exceeded his
authority—and did a sloppy job to boot—
and this cpisode already has resuhed in the
recall of B. Hugh Tovar, the chivf of the big
CILA station in Thailand, and has compli-
cated. our diplomatic relations with the
Thais.

The Thailand incident also served fo
underscore the extent to which the CLA op-
crates abroad in conjunction with local se-
curity services. In exchange for intelligence
or whatever special favors it desires from
lacal police or counterinsurgency  forces
(often for reasons having nothing ro do with
the interests of the host country), the CIA
may provide them with training or special
equipment. Thailand, where the United
States has vast interests and where there is a
local insurgency problem, is a case in point,
But it also has been argued that this system
fies resulted in drdireet CIA suppon for
police forees in politicaily repressive gov-
ernments from Latin America to Asia “and
Africa. Last year, respo )f\m: w Comngros-
sional pr;ssurgs the CLA promised e end ite
seeret programs of ‘mmhy training foreign
police forces.

made the point carlier that there arc
{ no giants in the United States intelligence

1»

community. This may be partly due to
Henry Kissinger’s forceful personality—he
cvershadows other figures in the intelligence
establishment. And the recent quick wrn-
cver in top intelligence jobs has left the
community in {lux and urcertainiy, aggra-
vated by the Kissinger-imposed strictures on
its modus operandi.

At the CIA, for example, William Colby
stillis new in hxsloh and judgments are being
reserved as to his ¢fficiency and the value of
his innovations. The main concern in the
CIA is that he assert his independence to-
ward the White House, particularly in the
area of estimates. Thus far his public image
has not been bad. He is available to testity
before  Congressional - committees much
more frequently than Telms did—late last

year he appeared before twa separate sub-
committees to discuss the ClA's involve-
ment (or, as he claims, non-involveme.t) in
the Chilean situation. e has testified on
Watergate as often as he was called.

In the State Department, the new man in
charge of intelligence is William Hyland, a
former CIA official, a distinguished expert
on Soviet affairs, and a !\lsschr protegé.
He worked for Kissinger in the planning
section of the National Security Council
staff. But he has been jn his new post only
since last December,

The Defense Intelligence Agency, a
5,000-man operation, is headed by Vice
ndmxra! Vincent P..dePoiy, an austere man
who has held his job since CM’IV 1973, The
National Security Agency has a new Dirces
tor in' Adr Force Licutenant General Lewis
Allen 'who was brought to the CIA from the
DIA last year by Dr. Schlesinger, then ap-
pointed to head the NSAL He is another wp
specialist in “overhead” intelligence. Both
dePoix and Allen arc career military intelli-
gence officers with highly technical back-
grounds. They are Imk known outside the
professional nmlhmnu community. Few
Washingtonians recognize Admiral dePoix
or General Allen on the rare occasions when
cither comes to lunch duwntown.

It is probably too carly to assess whether
Kissingei’s domination of the American in-
iclligence operation is good for the country.
But there are  thoughiful  intelligence
\'pu.hli\:t\ who have serious reservations
aboutit. Experienced imelligence people see
a danger in the dual vole )\mmqu is deter-

mined to playve Fe may be temprad to inter- -

pret intelligeiree data to fit his poliey con-
cepits, They think e did so fast year when he
apparently ignored CLA and INR warnings
that the Egyptians and the Syrians were u-
tively pk mmng anattack on Yorac! because of
his conviction that the Soviets would not
abet an operation that would endanger the
détente thiey had worked out with him,

This, CIA people think, was a classic exam-

ple of how a statesman can become the intel-
lectual prisoncer of his own ideas,

Finally, there is the notion that to be use-
ful, intelligence must be woully detached
from the policy-making process. This con-
cept of intelligence independence was a cor-
nerstone ‘of the legislation that created the
CIA in 1947, Yet Kissinger seems deter-
mined to weld together the functions of intel-
hgcncc and policy formulation, perhaps dis-

regarding the profound difference between
eapabilities and intens of hostile parties. To

WASHINGTON POST

differentiste berween them s, after all, the
principal function of sophisticated intelli-
gence. KNissinger's technique, possibly 2
plausible one under the c\mung system of
government in Washington, is snnply to
throw specific hard questions at the intelli-
gence people, receive the answers, and then
makce his own judgments. .

The question, therefore, is whether:
American intelligence is more effective than
before—in the maost professional sensc of the
word. Allowing for the fact that it may stll |
be premature to render hard ]mlgmcnts—‘
the intelligence community, after all, is in;
flux—there seems 1o be growing evidence '
that the preseni per iod is bound ta be transi- .
tional because it does not satisfy the uncrg-
ing policy nceds.

The intelligence community itself fecls.
shackled by the White [ House in the intellec- |
tual dimension of its work. Being a bureauc- |
racy, it cannot function as efficiently as it
should when it believes (rightty or wrongly)
that fundamental concepts of the use of intel-
ligence are being violated at the top of the
\dmmxslrmon This is something that.
chr) Kissinger, whatever hat he may be
\'.mrm(,r is bound to discover sooner or later,
This is not to say, of course, that every
bureaucracy should not be shaken up period-
ically. The pgrmmmun of old habits leads
to sloppiness and opposition to new ideas.

Quite possibly, the real «.hmgc will come
when the new gencration of mtclhgcncc
specialists replaces the “old spies” who still |
thml\ in terms-of World War 11, the OSS, |
and the Cold War, Be that as it may, enor- |
mous care must be exercised 10 prevent the
intclligence product from being misused |
politically, as often appears to be the case at |
this juncture, to satisfy grandiose pohw.
concepts  politically useful to the White -
House or the new State Department under
Kissinger. The tendency still is too strong to
shoot the bearer of ill tidings—carcfully con-
structed policies are not challenged by cold
cvidence. Soviet cheating on the détente, a
sacred Nixon achicvement, must not be jg-
nored e prevent the détente from u.llaps-
ing, This-is the principal example. There
may be others. The object, then, is to make
professional intelligence arespecred servant of
policy. And a final word: The surest way to
demoralize the intelligence comunity is o
try to involve it, as the Nivon Administra-
tion tried to do, in such nefarious doings as
Watergate and its cover-ups. 0

18 March 1974 HET on Interiecine

Anent the current burkbiting
among the Executive and the CIA and
the Defense Establishment sbout inter-
necine spying, the followring excerpt
from }Margaret Truman's uao‘ about
her dad, page 332, ic both human and
enlightening;

“Dad was even able to joke about se-
rious things. One of his proudest ac-
complishments as President was the
creation of the Central Intelligence
Agency. Before it was cstabliched, in-
telligence was gathered by ‘& faaif
dozen agencies, and very little of it
reached the President. One day he
sent the following memorangum to Ad-
mirel Leahy cnd Refy Admivel Sidney
V. Souers, the £rst CIA chief:

“To My Brethren and Fellow Dog-

O

&

house I -izens: By virtue of the au-
thority + :tcd in me as Top Dog I re-
quire ar.. chorge that Front Admiral
illiam D. Leahy and Rear Admiral
Sidney V. Souers, receive and accept
the vestmepnts and appurtenances of
their respective positions, namely as
personal snooper and as director of
centralized snooping. ... I charge that
cach of you not only seek to better our
foreign relations through more inten-
sive snooping but also keep m2 in-
formed constantly of the movements
and sactions of the other, for without
such coordination {here can be no or-
der and no sura of mutual trust’

HST” . .

NORMAN O, TIETJENS,

Juéso, Unlted Guotes Teu Court.
Wasningten.
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Says 3
A

. S Untted Press International ' .
The Central Intelligencelleft the CLA immediafely after
Agency fired convicted \vator—‘lthc end of the Bay of Pigs op-
gatc  Burglar  Bernurd L‘! eration in April. 1961, and Lad
Barker in %he _111{(]-1.%03 .t.m'ino further conncetion with it
causé he was involved with : !
“oambling and criminal ele-,unfil Hunt approached hin 10
n§ents,” according to formcr‘lyears Jater 1o set up the bur-
CIA director Richard Helms.  glary team. ’
_ Barker is the man- who. CIA spokesmen said it
worked for E. Howard Huat would be “gifficult” to find
Jr. during the Bay of Pigs in- out exactly when Barker left
vsaion of Cuba. In the spring,the agency or the cixeum-
of 1871 he recruited, at Hunt’s -stances. )
request, the burglary feam:
that broke into the Los Ange-
les office of Danicl Ellsberg's’
psvehiatrist and subsequently ]
was caught in the 1872 Water-

sate breakin. .  Richard Helms, former di-.
}arkcr and five others were rector of the. Central Intelli-
indicted Thursday for alleg- cence Agency, has told sena-’
odly conspiring to vio!ntg_ the tors fxé had :'5: policy of going
ights of Dr. L{%“'ls. Field- right to the top of Aracriean
sherg’s psychiatuist. He prenoce firng in trying to set
has served a year in il after 4000 oheraiion in Jothering!
pleading guilty in the June, ;. hsence o3 erseas. :
1972, break-dn of Democratic ~ 7T Tl .
watinnal Coataral p Helms now is ambassador to
National Cotmittee headguar- . - i Josed-d
fors al 1he Watsrzate compiex, Sxan. Ducing “a . C,O‘%:al'( qor
1lelms {estimony, given to: hearing on ]315, a}mb?ss:‘( O’.'i‘l
the Scnate Forvign‘ Rcl:xtions.ng_’yﬁ?f‘?;kl;‘}ﬁs E“]c)er1;;101?tdoi
Committee  behind  closed [ I-‘egruar\'.‘ 1873, Helms- said
doors  on }.“eb' 7. l?:d, W8S ihe ClA aig not press busi-
nxad;* public  yesterday. rhe'néssmen or oihers to pass-on
hear.mgs': were held on the'po!cntiallv useiul information
nomiration of lelms to be they may have obtained while
Ambassador to Iran. ‘visiting  the Soviet Union or
Darker's attorney, Danicl ¥. giher countries. -
Schuliz, pro.ml?t]y dr,-mcdg whheye is no payment of
Ttelms' description  of “.hy“'moncv Thore is no effort to!
Barker was (erminated by the twist 'a-nwmo'é arm. We sim,nlvk
CIA. are giving them an opporiu-
““AIr. Helms' testimony is - pjty ae patriotic Americans to
consistent with official infor-: gy what they know about
matien we have received from (pig” B
the CIA. It is categeridally de-
nied by M. Barker and is sim- contacts with American busi-
ply not true,” Schultz said. ness firms abroad under CIAls
Helms' statement on Barker pomestic Contact Service, he
apprared  to  conflict  with gaig: I{ has been my own
‘Barker's account of his rela- gao)ing that one should start
tions with the CIA given in iy (he chief executive ofil-
sworn testimony befoye the gopyprmally because it is not
Scpate Waterzate comMittee ¢air 1o these companies to set,
Alay 24,1073, 212 months afler g, 5 relationship with some-
lchms testified at the Foreian yoqy down the line that the
Relations Committec. ebief executive officer docs!
Helms told the commities not know about or, al least has.,
ahout Barker: not indicated that this other
“During the Bay of Pigs he man is your point of contact.”
was one of the Cuban deriva--  An eslimated 200 persons
tives who was involved in thal gye operating as intziigence
operation and it is my reeol-, zgents under the zuise of busi-
loection that all lines with him. pessmen. according to recent
on the part of the agency were: American press reports guot-
climinated some time in the 'jpg an unpramed Amcrican of
middle "¢Os. 'ficial who apparently is familt
Barker, testifying to thejiar with the inner workings of
Watergate committee. said belthe CIA. - ;

Helins Tells of fcing

Tep {5, ff‘lf.vt'nﬁwmcn,i
Rewtir

Answering questions ahout

; it behi

ttalen .
wep nroscny lsbeled sceret Pages of the manuseript. -
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Washingfon (P—Covernment
attorneys argued veuterday
that the authors of a %Look
critical cf the Ceniral Intelli-
gence Ageney have edepled a
“slralued, inoperative” con-
cept of tow anationzl czorets
are classilied.

. They made the contention in
{inal arguments on the case of
“The CIA: The Cult of Intelii-
gence,” after which Judge Al-
bert V. Bryan, Jr., in United
States District Court in nearby
Alexandria, Va., took it uudsr
advisement. He. did not indi-
cate when he will rule. |

Attorneys for the avfhors,
Victor L. Marcheti and John
D. Marks, argued inat ise Jus-
tice Department had fuiled to
prove tuat mateiizi vhich the
CIA has ordered deleted from
the manuscript was actually
classified s2cref.

Flovd Abrams, representing

00320002-0

on seerels

land remain classified.

He said their testimony,
based on review of the manu-
scvipt last. ~ September,
amounted {o an updating of the
classification. That is, he said,
their  testimony was that the
material  $hould _ still be
stamped secret or top secret.

Melvin L. Wulf of the Ameri-
ezn’. Civil .Liberties Union,
which is representing the au-;
thors, said the case has impor-
tant First Amend:r-ent implica-
tions, pesing the question,
“Are .the people going to be
informed about-an important
agency which he zaid operates
both overseas and domesti-
cally? -

“The American people have
been deprived, I think by de-
sign, of a great deal of infor-
matien about the CIA ... of
activities around the globe un-
dertaken in their namie,” he

Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., the pub-
lishor, said that at the trial |
“we necded the man who clas-
sified it, or some documentary
evidence that it was classi-
fied” to justify its deletion. i

The depity acsistant attor-
ney facersl, Trwin Geldbloom,
revlied :. Abrams had
adoptead *a strained, inopera-
tive coucept” of how the clas-
sifiestion vwrecedure works. It
is pot passible, M. Goldbloom
said, io feed questions into a
computer and get hack dataon
who «<lessitied mifenmal, or
when.

At the 2a-gay frial, incst of
closed doors, four
CiA deputy directors testified
tie

Zrum

snenuscript

i e 62 deletions ordered
1
)

s L T &
LS INCION STALNE

said.

Mr. Wulf said it is XMr. Mar-
chetti’s stated purpose “fo re-
form the agency and not blow
it ouf of the water.” .

Mr. Marchetti, a former CIA
employee for 14 yeavs, was
enjoined by Judge Bryan 23
months ago from publishing
any CIA secrets: without sub-
niitting the manuscript to the
agency for review. Mr. Marks,
a former State Department
employee, has agreed to be.
bound by the same terms.

Knepf plans tc publisi the
book within a few months
—with blank spaces for the 162
deletions unless the CIA posi-
tion is overturned by the
courts. The deletions range

£

from single words to entire

Washingron B C., Suncay, March 17, 1974
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Cor Trror About
2o 0wl Darke
HerAaid HarKer

Associzted Press

The Ceniral Intelligence
Agency today said it had
apologized on behalf of its
former director, Richard
Helms, for his testimony
stating that Watergate fig-
ure Bernard Barker was
fired tecause of involve-
ment in gambling and cther
criminal associations, -

CIA officials said Barker,
onvicted for the - 1972
break-in of the Demecratic
National Cormmitice lizad-
quarters, had zctoally left

the agency in good stand-
ing. :

Helms, currently U.S.
ambassador to Iran, told
the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Coimmittee on Feb. 7
that Barker had been dis-
missed in the middle 1950's
when “we found out he was
involved in certain gam-
'pling and criminal ele-
‘ments.”

. The testimony was not
i released until last Monday.

After its publication,
Barker complained to the
CIA. Agency officials.said a
check of the records showed
-that Helms was in error and
‘after being informed of this
the ambassador asked that
Rarker be extendzd an apol-
ozy.
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report, which thoy prep
a “bonhshell”

wadatliea

Lttha ClA really

the cclebrated

T-in ot Democratic head-

o

curity” roeces 3 3

strings to hush it up. But ko hae

never seemed to b2 able to get
his theory to jell.

What {inily persuaded him!
he wes right, our sources say,:
w28 tho eGmitIic by the CTA onl
4k 28 that taper of CIA eun sor-
sations were des! v :
the Yatergate poeri

‘Seusie Wojority Leador iwike:

Mensiield (D-Ment.) hes cpecifi-
cally requested that they be pre-;

.servad.

now crabassador to Iran, was:
hauled befso the committas a)
waek ago unger the most seeret}
conditions, 1

In uddition 9 and!
Thompson, the session wes lso;
attended by Chairi:aa Stm b
Zrvin Jr. (3-N.C.), councel Sam'
Dish ond a few frusted aides.,
Alco presont, surprivingly, wus
Sen. Stuart Symington (010,
who heads the Zenatc’s huche
tush CIA ovarsight subcommit-
tee.

For four hours, the chuin-
omoking Helms was grilled
pkout the CIA's par in the
‘Wutergate events, We hnavn
learncd that the scevet fian-
serirts show that Ba%ar's yuaz.
tiong were nimed ot uneovering
2 hidden C1A involvement.

. Baker seemed convinced, for
‘example, that Helms personzlly
‘ordered tha tapes desticyed.
Our coupeos szy that Talmg

Beker

skillfally sorried 2 %er's guose’
sHoms a0l &id wet inerisidnate
the CIA,

Onee the heuring was cver,
2eior oud Thompaon went to
werk on the roport. It probally
will be gubmitted to Symi
ton's Subcomnittea for Secury
Review.

Raker, aaunvhile,
pocted to damand that all ClA
dectiments in the Waterpate
case be declagsificl, He bas
elaimed privately that tho-
rars will bolster his case. Gth-
<15 who have had access to the
documents insist they may raise
mere questions than they an-
swer, .

Footnote: Baker cruld nct be
reached. Colsan, The:apson and’
Diash refused ¢» provide any de-
tails about the CIA investiz
tion. Thompson, however,
“Hopefully, the entire pis
will be made publie. At tha
time, people can make trciv
own judgments,”

i3 ase

2oa-

VMICHIGAN STATZ NEWS, (EAST LANSING, MICHICAN)

By JIM £22GSTRA
State News Staff Writer

Twenty to 30 people questioned,
heclled and laughed at a Central
futelligence Agency branch chief onl
campus Tuesday. :

Philip A. True, haxd of the East Asia
Drznch of the CIA Office of Basic and
Ceopraphic Intelligenze, was invited by
the MSU Geography Dept. Collogquium
Committee to speak or applied geographic
research in the CIA. :

The protesters, reprsenting the Young
Socialist Alliance and the Southern
African Liberation Conmittee, packed the
back of a small roum in the Natural
Science Building and mpilled into the hall,
Approximately 25 otler people attending
seemed to be nonproteters.

Before True was htroduced, Barbara
Riemer, asst. profesor of psychology,
stated the protesters’ position that the
CIA has no right to spzak at MSU_because
of its active suppresion of democratic
freedoms. —

_ An older geography major who could

not get into the room said: “It’s unfair,

that these prolesters should create a stir
and take seats away frm those who want
to hear. They should make their point at
the beginning and thenleave.”’

A single page staterent handed out by
the protesters at the door, claimed:
" CThe CIA is atterpting to suppress
publication of the book “Politics of
Heroin in Southeast Asia” by Alfred
McCoy, which €ocuments CiA

.
;,, C

./7)"-? H (Q’b}?i? I

Qo ff\

participation in heroin traffic,

CThe CIA‘is in court to stop a former
agent from publishing his memoirs.

CThe MSU Vietnam Project from 1955
to 1961 was used as a front for the CIA,
viclating the Geneva convention.

The handout also claimed that the CIA
“subverts the basic human rights of life
and liberty and democratic self -
determination,” citing “well documented
involvement” in Cambodia, Laos, Chile,
Brazil, Guatemala, Iran and Greece. True

-remained calm, ignoring heckling and

giggling throughout his 25 - .minute
description of what CIA geographers and
car{ographers do.

When True finished, Bill Buckler,
Geography Dept. graduate assistant, said:
“On behalf of those here, I thank you for
your talk and apologize for the
disruptions.”

Asked about geographical research
behind the bombing of the Red River
dikes in North Vietnam, True said no
information on that had been requested
from his department as far as he knew.

After failing to respond to several long,
complex questions from protesters, True
was asked if he was under orders not to
answer, : oL

“If I don’t know, I can’t answer,” True
said. “The questions scemed more like
statements to me.” '

At the end, True thanked the group for
an interesting and stimulating hour, and
caid he would be willing to come back to

MSU anytime. Several persons shouted,

*‘Please don't!”

The American businessman active
in trade and investment matters in
such politically sensitive listening
posts as Hong Kong and' Vienna may
be—*“'Shhh!”—an American spy.

That’s not exactly news to, the na-
tives,” who have developed a sharp

.eye for the American—or, for that

matter, English, Russian or any other
—espionage agent, but it's unusual for
the spy industry's home office to let
out slatistics *on this aspect of its
work; as an unnamed official in Wash-
ington did recently. )
Unbending with New York Times
reporter David Binder and requesting,
naturally, that his name not bz used
and his department not be identified,
the officiel dropped these tidbits:
There are more than 200 American
intelligence agents stationed abroad
posing as businessmen. Some are full-
time operatives, and tha business con-
cerns that proviae their “cover” re--
ceive payments frcm the United States
Government to help defray business
overhcad. Others are part-timers.
Some are “a pain in the neck’: They
spend, “10 minutes a dav” on intelli-
gence and the rest of the time making
money. But some, both part-time and
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By Jchn W. Sewell
The refusal in January of the Houns
of Reprecentatives to authorize
United States participation in the
World Zapk’s “coft lcan” pregram —
the International Development Asso-
ctation (IDA) — was taken by many
in Washington as cn2'more indication
that Americens vwould no longer sup-

port any form of foreign ald.

The vote zlso was seen as further
- evidence that the mood of the public
was becoming increasingly isolation-
fst. Now that the Senate Forelgn
Relations Commitize is about to open
hearings on U.S. parileipalion in IDA,
it may be wall {o take a logk at what
Americans do think about the devel-
oping countries.

No one doubts that thz meod in
Wasningicn is untavorable to forelgn
aigd, or indoed to any mejor American
role in iickping to solve vvhat Robert 8.
WMceNewnera cells the prohlems of
“absolute poverty.”

The annual pasgsage of forsign-ald
bills has come {o resemble the “Parils
of Pauline’”; the legislation is con-
stantly in peril and saved from immi-
nent destruction only by the most
incredible of feats.

But does Washington reflect the
mood of the public in this case, or as
in so many other cases, is Congress
only en imperfect mirror of what the
public actually thinks? The latter
may well be the case.

Support for development is one
issue on which the perceptions of the
policymeker seem to be very-differ-
ent from the feelings of the American
people.

Americans sympathetic

A recent survey published by the
Ovarseas Development Council agked
a croas section of Americans about
attitudzs on global dzvelopment, U.S.
LONDON TIMES
14 March 1974

{0 Door %}@ﬁg

foraign ald mci trads polietes, and a
range of ower Issues cocncerning
world poverty and development. The
results indicated that the public has
not become icolationist.

Rather Amevicens Go have a basic
sympathy for the sroblzms of the poor
abroad dsopite the fact that most are
unaware of the fri2 Chmensions of
world poverty and arronecucly be-
Heve that this courniry is szending far

more in terms of relative wealth than
other rich countries.

Americans consider world hunger
and voverty a very sericus problem.
Wille ihey give higher priority to
domectic poverty programs, they do
not see the solution of domestic and
internatic.al problems as conflicting.

Interc:fingly enough, the cold war
ro longer provides any part of the
rationale for development assistance;
the basic reason for the concern of
Americans with the poor abroad is
mera} and humanitarien.

More than 68 pe.cent of the public
suoports the priz | { providing
assistance to the v:or cov ..a’ias; cven
when faced with Ludgetary choices,
nearly 1 of every 2 Americans favors
maintaining’or increasing the alloca-
tion for foreign economic assistance. -

Nevertheless, Americans remain to
some degree skeptical about official
U.S. aid, feeling that too often in the
past, assistance has been wasted, tied
up in red tape, or_ siphoned off by
corrupt officials in recipient coun-
tries.

This sympathetic attitude is re-
flected clearly in support for private
programs. Voluntary contributions to
private aid programs have increasad

60 percent over the past decade, the -

same period in which official U.S. aid
has been declining.
Why this discrepancy betwean pub-

K

ad L& A.LL A B

lc opinton snd public policy? First,
no channel to mobilize this sympathy
now exists. In the 1850's and early
1850’s, public support was mobilized
by a rparinership of the exzcutive
branch (which saw aid 2s an impor-
tant teol in the cold war) and key
members of Congress and private
organizations who supported the pro-
gram for a variety of reasons.

Real nesds dicregarded

Today the support of the executive
branch is lukewarm. Many syiipa-
thetic congressmen and private ioad-
ers concider current .American po-
licies Irrelevant to tie real
the poor countites end are,
paying more attention to domesﬁc
needs.

Second, Congress has its own per-
spective and, in the absence of any
strong public pressure one way or the
other, gives low priority to issues
concerning the poor countries. The
result is that both the executive and
the legislative branches generally

disregard the needs of the developing
vsorld.

The survey shows Americans pre-
fer programs aimed not at gaining
short-term political advantage but at
alleviating such basic human prod-
lems as hunger and malnutratmn,
disease, illiteracy.

These, of course, are precisely the
kinds of programs that IDA was
designed to support. Therefore, when
Congress again considers the issue of

- U.S. participation, it should under-

stand that this is one case where
wise public policy coincides with the
wishes of the American people.

John W. -Se\yell is vice-president of
the Overseas, Development Council, a

nonprofit organization concerned
with the relations of the developed
nations to the *‘third world.”
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The omnjscient as well as omuni-
present image projected of Dr
Henry Kissinger is beginning to
look exaggerated even for such
an efficient and hard-working
Secretary of State. Not that it is
entirely his fault. Much of the
world, east as well as west,
hankers for Superman. The role
was thrust upon him, although
presumably he did not have to
be persuaded.

But the image is beginning to
CrdCL a bit, and not because the
svar, for the ending of which Je

-as awarded the Nobel T:iace

Prlzre, continues mth Rpa.aﬂ\c_h‘fp
pifae

.

 competition

ferocity. Rather it is because of ©
animosity  iowards Western |

Euro .
e thar the !

His statement

j United States had its biggest

problem in dealing with its
friends and not its enemies was
odd. His warning that in any
with
“are going to win
because we have :mzune]y
more resources® had a note of
iruculence impossible to under-
stand.
Tt was not the first outburst.
His displeasure was Do less
arked last wear during the

Americans

Europe -

%\J.‘i ‘»ru- W m.g

as that later did not bear

close examination: One must
| assume that this animosity is a
! factor in EuropeanAmer:can
. relations, and therefore worthy
'of analysis by one of the
| American think tanks such as
| RAND or the Hudson Iastitute,
' Since this is unlikety, I shall
have a go.

First, the cause of his dis-
pleasure. Clearly the perform-
ance of the European Commu-
nity has been disappointing.
 meinly because of France. The
cther member nations are well
dsp"sed wowards the United

, as Dr Kissinger must

they are as pouerless as is the
Urited States to do anvthing
about France, but his condem-
nation embraces the
Community.

In the Middle East,
Umted States was an active
! participant. Europe was not,
,and can hardly be blamed for
‘looking first to its own inter-
ests. TFor European countries
Arab oil was vital. For the
United States the embargo has
proved to have been only an
mconvemence

Europe could not afford to
wait for Dr Kissinger’s atten-
tion, and had he not been
preoccupied with other conse-
quences of the war he could nat
. have done anm:hi ng alout oil.

entire .

the .
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WASHINGTON -~ The
Government — whieh Is noyly
Turkey §45 million ¢ bac he
growing of opium BoLyies -
has been quie Hj urging india to
increase its opium preduction.

The re-son: The Turkish
opivim ban, which drug officials
say has helped reduce the flow
of heroin into this country, 2150
Tas caused secicns snon ges of
opium necded for medical uses,
such as the produciion nof mor-
phine and codeine.  ~

“In cose you baven' reard)’
said one GCoverament vificiel,
“There's now a worldwide
opium shoriage.”

Two Administration
confirmed reccnily  that  the

1.8, has aporoacheq ‘ndia, ihe
wox]ds largest ov'ouuc\.r of i
gzl opium, tnrou,gh “nov Anul
diplomatic charnels” a #a at-
tempt to head-oii 25 opium
shortage. Both saié tha! this
was not as much <f a =~
trediction of itz Turlish pelicy
a8 it might appe

They said thal T v, whore

. is :;\'.::mts i ;cop the,
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the source 5 t0 L0 1
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A 1972 wepori hy Precident
Nixon's Cabinet Committez on
Tnternatiniral Warcotics Contrsl
showed _w(ﬂ..l was the world’s
largest producer of legal opivim,
with on estimated total yrodvc-
tion oi 713 inz cie tons in 3071,
comparen wit :
metrie ‘{ons
Yoy,
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Tha Administretion sources
said¢ the U.S. is heping to per-
suade India and other poppy-
growing pations to convert to a
*‘poppy straw” method of culti-
vation. This could result in’
more morphine for medical
uses, with less risk of its being
diverted into the illicit market.

The traditional method is to
obtain opium gum by slicing
into a poppy bulb with a sharp
knife and allowing the gum to
ooze out and dry. The gum is
then scraped off ine wulb and
refined into morphine base.

In the “poppy straw” method,
however, no cpium gum is col-
lected: The poppy plants are al-
lowed -to mature instead, and
then are cut like hay and car--
ted off in bules to a processing
plant, whers mosphine — not
opitm — is extracted frcm the
stalks.

The Administration biileves
that this processing method
could be more tightly coatrol-
‘led. The problem, the sources
say, is that India and most oth-.
er poppy-growing countries do
not yet have the technology to
do it econgmically, and, in the
short run, could increase pro-
duction only by growing more
poppies and harvesting gum in
the traditional way.

Another problem for the Ad-
ministration is that the new
Turkish Government recently
told U.S. Ambassador William
Macomber that it wanis to re-
open discussions on the 1971
U.S.-Turkey agreement that led
to the opium ban. Some Gov~
ernment sources believe the
Turks may want to revoke the
ban now, or at least want more
money from the U.S. to keep it
in effect.

CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR
12 March 1974

Turkey end the opium poppy

The United States has gcod rea-
son to be concerned over the new.
Turkish government's intention to
lift ‘the ban on cultiveting the
opium poppy. -

The ban was imposed in 1871
uncer ctrong U.S. pressure. Be-
fore then American narcoties
agents estimated that 80 percent
of the raw heroin reaching the
U.S. had its origin in Turkey. In
the pest two years, however, there
has been 2 significant decline in
the amcunt of hercin smuggled
intothe U.S.

Under the 1971 agreement the
U.S. undertook to . compensate
Turkish farmers for the loss of
their opium crop to the tune of
$35.7 million. The financial aid
was intendz4 to help the farmers
convert to other crops, and also to
encourage regional developiment.
But the farmers complain that
this aid has not reached them. ’

Some 103,080 fzrming femilles
in four provinces zre invelved.
Praviously their opium was theo-
retically -cold to the government
for expert for medicinal purposes.

But in fact the growers made
major cales to drug traffickers.

The two parties which make up
Turkey's new ruling ccalition —
the Republican Peocple’s Party.
and the National Salvatlon Party
— promised in last October’s elec-
tions io lift the ban on opium
growing. Most Turks do not see
why their farmers should beay
sacrifices because of the drug
problem in ancther country, the
more £o since therz is no drug
addiction in Turkey itself, and
Turkish laws are very sgvere on
drvg smugglers. —

If Turkey goea ahead and zutho-
rlzes the Dlanting of the cpium
poppy again this spring, the U.S.
must make the best of this um-
fortunate cdacision, and press for
enforcement of strict securily
mecsuras with the goal of ensur-
ing that the entire crop is handed
cver to the government and none
hidden away for the sale to traf-
fickers. But admiticdly it is not
easy for the Turldsh autliorities to
Ireep a tight check on all that gosa
on in the remote Anetolian hills
where the poppy growers live.

NEW YORK TIMES

18 March 1974 . ) .
ficials to discuss his country’s

v s poppy growing in J:L’-}_J,.}.B‘fyl,
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U.S. Seeks Continued Ban
on Poppy Cultivation

Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, March 17—
United States officials say they
hope to persuade Turkey to
continue her 32-month-old ban
on the cultivation of the opium
poppy, but the feeling in Wash-
ingtcn is that Ankara’s decision
will prcbably be based on
internal Turkish political pres-

sures. .
~ Last week the Turkish Am-
bassador here, Melih Esenbel,

et with State Department of-

ths opium poppy, from which
heroin is derived. A State De-
partment official reported that
the Ambassador had given as-
surances that do decision had
been mad yet and that even if
the ban were lifted, no plant-
ings would be undertaken be-
fore the fall season.

That means the poppy crop
would not be harvested until
June, 1975.

United States officials here
§ndicated that they would be
tring hard to convince Turkey
to continue the ban. And two
New York Congressmen, Rep-
resentatives Lester L. Wolff of
Nassau and Charles B. Rangel,
of Manhattan, arrived in An-°
kara on Thursday to press the
United States position.

$35-hTlton in Ald

Turkey ordersd the ban on

United States aid. Thz aid <vas
to compensate the Turkish
Government for legitimate ex-
port losses and to develop pro-
grams to replace the income
lost by the fai‘mers.

But elections in Turkey last,

October resulted in a new Gov-
ernment that pledged to end
the ban. The ban had been un-
popular with the farmers be-
cause of their economic losses
and among others for national-
jstic reasons. Moreover, parts
of the poppy provided the
farmer with oil for cooking and
feed for livestock.

A State Departmeént official
said that he did not know what
the United States would do if
Turkey resumed cultivation. Al-
though other measures cre be-
ing considered to block traf-

ficking in opium, he said, if it}

¢ound to reach the black mar-
det.

Half of Aid Unpaid

The official added that other’
nations, including Britain, Can-
ada, West Germany, France,
Sweden, and Iran, were also
Arying to persuade Turkey to
continue the ban.

He said that he did not know
what would happen to tiz un-
paid balance of the §35-millicn
in American aid if opium zrow-
ing resumes. Only $15 millicn
has been paid to Turkey =o far.,

The official also noted that
reports last week erronsously
stated that Turkey had aiready
decided to resume opium grow-
ing. He said that the Turkish
Government had only bezun io
permit production of seeds o1
sossible futura use.
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By Marchall 7). Shulman

‘The United States is approaching &
choice in the next few weeks about
whether economic relations with the
Soviet Unicn should be developed or
discouraged. The forthcoming Senate
debate on the Trade Refcrm Act, with
its proposed amendment to prohibit
credits and normal tariff status to the
Soviet Union unless that country per-
mits free emigration, will have an im-
portap® -2ffect on the future course of
Soviet-American relations,

Unfortunately, the Jebate has be-
come polarized between equally un-
rezlistic extremes. On one side is &
strange zlliance between conservatives
who have censidtently opposed & re-
duction ¢! tensions in Soviet-American
relztions, and liberals who are react-
ing to the collapse of their too-high
.expectations for friendly relations with
a liberalized Soviet regime.

On the other are enthusiasts from
the business community who are fas-
cinated by vast new opportunities in
Tastern Europe, and who see trade
as the universal solvent of interna-
tional conflicts.

The -choice appears to be .between
morality with continued high tensmn
and détente with trade,

It is not surprising that the course
of recovery from 25 years of the cold
war shouid ba full of zigzags, particu-
Jarly when the ‘péarhugs and cham-
pagne toasts between Fresident Nixon
and Leonid I Brezhnev have been
overdramatized as the symbols of a
new “structure .of peace.” But we
should understand, if we must use
the word “détente” (and it is probably
inevitable, for there is no other head-
line-sized word to describe the present
mixture of competition and restraint)
that détente is .a process that may, at
best, develop from stage one, ‘where
we are naw, through the decades to
stages two, three, and bzyond.

Stage une, ar limited détenite, means
neither less ner more than the partial
codification of the terms of competi-
{ion. It does not vet mean that the
rivalmy is over, that the two societies
have common goals or values, or that
we approve of each other.

Thz main business of stage one is
to néuce the danger of nuclear war,
by ccmp'ng down the military compe-

3,

titica and by encouraging resuraints
in the commung competition between
the two countries. We should “ot for-

: that unless this objective is real-
iz* all other objectives lose their
m.zning.

The development of economic rela-
tions with the Soviet Union Is en
important secondary aspect of the lim-
ited détente. Among the most impor-
tant Soviet motivations for seeking to
reduce tension is the strong desire for
trade, technology and investment from
akroad.

Clezrly we should neither slam the
dcor on the trade agreement nego-
tizted in 1972 (as we would do by
Pu.~:ﬂ"" the restrictive amendment as
it is now worded) nor open the door
vie to a sudden expansion of trade
&¢4 investment with unrestricted Gov-
¢..ment-sponsored credits.

A more sensible response at this
ezrly stage of our emergence from the
cold -‘war would be a modest and con-
trolled development of economic rela-
tions, largely in consumer goods and
machinery, with the prospect of ¢
gradual increase over a fifteen. or

twenty-year period involving an in-

creasing mix of advanced technology
‘and investment In resource-develop-
ment.

This would serve to offer & con-
tinuing incentive to the Soviet lzadzrs

to accept the constrainis of & ‘ow-

tension policy, but covld be regulated
to insure that our resources are not
used to strengthen Soviet military
capabilities and that the political com-
petition is conducted with restraint.
This would require that the Admin-
isiration have the will and the means
for coordinating and controlling credits
and the transfer of technology on the
basis of a national policy, and that
the matter should not be determined
by the separate actions of individuel
ccmpanics sa the basis of the profita-
bility of thecz transaciions to them,
Our policy should be determined not
by arguments about profits, jobz, bal-
ance of payments or the loss of trade
to other. countries, nor by illusions
that trade will democratize the Soviet
Union, but by the hardheaded aware-
nzss that economic motivation can
provide a continuing incentive to con-
sirain the tzrms of cnmpetltmn. and
that it is in our interest to do so.

18

Viat ateri
the Jewish em
system of political contic]
to coexist with freedom of
with intellectual and artisiic creativity
should come as nc surprise, nc: fae
present convulsive tightening oi-com-
trols by the hardliners and ¢he Sovie?
police apparatus, who fear the zffects
of prolonged low tension.

But there are also many Joices for
change in the Soviet Union, z6t only
among the handful of articulai: :nd
eourageous dissidents, but by nersaas
in a spectrum of »csitions within the
system whe are sezking to w4 them-
selves of atavistic methods and cwe
bersome bureaucracy.

The condition favorable tc tha Jvo-

" lution they seek is a prolongeC -..tlod

of recuced tension, with the o
1hetic attention and suppo't of world
public cpinicn.

Public’ pressures in this dirzc
combined with privatz diplomacy can

¢ effective
ﬂa‘ms upon the Soviet leadershs
our Government, whether auz crecys
tive or the legislative branch. -

The restrictive trade améndmext ras
the character of an ulfimatum demand-
ing .unrealizable conditions, which will
mevm.bly generate forces of resisiance
in the Soviet political leadership and
will be counterproouctive

If therefore ‘the Senate situation is
such that the restrictive amendmént
is inevitable, that measure shovld at
least be cast in less uncompromising
language designed to encourage the
objective of easing arbitrary discrimi-
nation and harassment of those who
wish to emigratz, and should guf dis-
cretionary authority in the henis of
the President to administer the drovi-
sion with some flexibility.

The present alternative leads to-
waré & return to the tensions cf ihe
cold war, which would not only in-
crease the danger of war but <~ould
preserve the basis for controiled mo-
bilization in the Soviet Union and
diminish the prospect for trat e slu-
tion that we and many people iz the
Soviet Union ardently desire.

Marshali D. Shulman is Adlc! Z.

tions and director of thz
Institute at Columbic Universiiy,
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3russels.
A year ago the European Eco-
nomic Community had just been
enlarged and had embarked on an
ambitious jourrey toward full in-
tegration. A musical and artistic
“fapfare for Europe” wes provid-
ing the cultvral accompanment
for *he city’s new task.

A year later .the European

¢re-m h-s turned into 2 night- -

m-re of uncerain'y and inde-
rision and a ’unera] dirge would
bhe m-r2 appropriaie background
music.

The intervening period has been
marked by acrimonious bicker-
ing, missed ~deadlines, external
pressures and deteriorating eco-
nomic and political conditions in
most of the EEC. member coun-
tries. All this has paralyzed the
Community’s already sluggish de-

cision-making process and caused’

many to doubt whether the enter-
prise can survive. Whereas many
dedicated Europeans in the past
nad been saying that there could
ba no going back in the ‘construc-
tion of Europe, the top Eurocrat
recently observed that “there is
nothing preordained about Eu-
rope; there is no point of no re-
turn.”” And some of the recently
arrived British civil servants are
beginning to cast about for other
]obs

&

Th1s time dxsappomted Euro-

peans canmot engage in a con-’

venient binge of “frog bashing”
and blame French obstructionism
as usual. This time there is a lot
of blame to go around.

France did deal the Commu-
nity geal of economic and mone-
tary union a crippling blow by
withdrawirg from the EEC com-
mon currency float. And it has
long stymxed numerous other
Covnmumty decisions ranging
from formulation of an energy
poliey {0 sticogthening the Euro-
pean Parfiament. But then there

NEW YORK TIMES
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Adlantic Asoerity

Prasident Nixon's outburst in Chicago against.the Euro- -
pean allies makes it clear that serious difficulties have

Snags for the
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‘By DAVID FOUQUET

was also the obstinacy of Ger-
many in rejecling a large re-
gional development fund for
the Comrnunity’s underdeveloped
areas. .
Bonn, which in the past
had been characterized as “very
generous” in funding EEC pro-
grams, has expressed a weari-
ness at “playing the paymaster.”
This led to a clash with the Brit-

ish Heath government, which des-’

perately needed a large regional
pork-barrel program to bail it out
economically and politically.
Since it couldn't obtain the fund-
ing . it sought for the regional
program, Britain blocked deci-
sions in other areas.

® o .

As aresult, the Community has
come.to a virtual standstill in re-
cent months. Even commitments
solemnly made by the European
heads of state in a December
summit meeting in Copenhagen

‘have been largely ignored. If this

weren’t enough, the Community
now faces the uncerlainty of a
new British government, led by

" a party that vowed to renegonate )
the terms of British eniry into

the Community. Knowledgeable
officials in Brussels forecast that

the British situation will further -

paralyze the Communily for at
least a year, while the new re-
gime sorts out its policy, while
the Community concentrates on
this problem and probabiy until
rew British elections are held.

Internal preoccupations aren't "

the only thing endangering the
Europeans. Just as important are
the nature of the Commumity’s re-
lations with its former supporter
and mentor across the Atlantic.
“The Year of Europe,” which
was supposed to resolve problems
between Europe and the United
States actually created more. In-
stead of merely having to deal
with economic and commercial
controversies, the iwo are now
confronted with more serious

again overtaken Secretary of State Kissinger’s year-long

flickering effort to reinvigorate the Atlantic Alliance and
establish a “special relationship” with the nine-nation
Cominon Market. The vehemence with which Mr. Nixon
wielded his bludgeon was apparently designed to pave
the way for vesterday’s disclosure that he has decided
to defer his projected April visit to those allies in Europe..

Concealed behind all the rhetoric, there is cne emnbar-.
rassing ‘fact. Mr. Nixon has been trying furiely for

questions of security ana pohncal
trust.

Henry Kissinger, who has ¢=
slayed such ﬁnesse in deal.n
with opponents and explesive sit-
uations, has shown only spotty
vesulls in patching up relations
with Europe. His call for a Year
of Europe and a new Atlentic
Charter was judged to have been
ill-prepared and badly-timed from
this side of the ocean. The situas
tion was aggravaled even further
during the Middle East war and-
the ensuing energy disruption.

His convening of the Washing- -
ton energy conference served to
isolate France in stubborn oppo-
sition while gaining the support
of the rest of the European Coms.
munity, However, it had a cata-
strophic impact on Community
tempers and relations. French -
Foreign Minister Michel Jobert .
was moved to attack his Euro-,
pean colleagues to the point that :
one Eurocrat in Brussels observed -
that ““his aftacks were so wound--
ing that I don’t see how they can
work togathu m the future.” *

There are even fhose in Bruss
sels who feel that Mr. Kissinger,
having glimpsed ¢that a united Eu-
rope could no longer be controlled
by the United States, has decided
fo limit its development to a com—

mercial group.

BelgLan Jean Rey, a former
FEuropean commission president .
who has mever been accused-of -
being anti-American, recently ob-
served “Henry Kissinger doesn’t -
like the Europeans, that's a fact. .
Unlike many American leaders,
he doesn’t understand the Com-
munity. He has never displayed
interest or sympathy in it and he
considers it like a foreign body
in the Atlantic Alliance. Only the
Alliance interests him and, at the
heart of this, the American lead-
ership.” Many non-French Euro- -
peans, no less than Latin Ameris
cans at the recent hemispheric

°
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meetmg, are su.spxcmus of US.

. hegemony. -

This h2s béen tae French thesis
which, rightly or wrongly, s being
locked at more closely €5 a re-
sult of Mr, Kissinger’s recent
tirade against the European fail-
ure o consult before deciding to
seek a conference between Euro-
pean cnd Arab couniries, The
fact is that German Foreiga Win-
ister Walter Scheel discussed the
matter with Kissinger befere it
was decided. This has led seme
Furcpcans here to wonder
whether in Mr. Kissinger’s vo-
cabulary “consultation” is nof
synonymons with *“U.S. veto,”

2 L ® :

If Mr. Kissinger Z2cls (uat Herp
Scheel’s cnsﬂnng ctyle was in-
" adeguate, he may be iz for fure
ther diseppointmen? iz ihe laiter

“half of 1974; -when Framee and

Michel Jobert taka over the ro-
tating presidency of the EZC,
It .is no wonder that with co

. inany iafernal and exieraz! een-

froversies and pressures besets
“ting  the "Comraunity, its grave-

. diggers are becoming legion. The

only thing cerfain at the moment

‘is that its, customs union .and

other evonomic pregrzms are
still functioning and will continue
{0 exist p'recariously. However,
50 imany promises have been
broken- concerning grea'er ece-
- nomic and political unity that no
. one would want to predxct are
sounding success for the future.

Despite all the uncartainty, at

-least one Cornmunity officizl isn't

‘panicking. “Just remember,” he’
remarked recently, “in the 1830’s,
more than one-himdred years
after the énd of the Congress of
Vienna, -there were still bureau-

“crats attending to the clean-

ing up.”

Mr. Foe:quet is @ frezlance
journalist Tiving 2 Srussele.

a year to obtain an invitation from the European Ecs-
nomic Community (E.E.C.) to meet formally with its
nine chiefs of government in Brussels during his Euro-
pean tour. The idea, originally suggested by West German
Chancellor Brandt, has been blocked by France,

1t is agreed that there would be a summit-level meeting
of the fifteen-member NATO Council. Its purpose would
be to sign a declaration of common purpose in defense.
But there is no agreement on who will attend the signing.
of a second joint declaration covering political and eco-
nomic cooperation between the Urited States and the
Common Market, which has just been redrafted by the
Europezns. The tature of the meeting to conclude this
document is the primary cause of delay in scheduling
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President Nixon's trip, rather than such differences over .

the text as the American desire and French :zfusel io
speak of *‘partnership.” .

The United States wants Mr. Nixon to meet with tha
nine E.E.C. chiefs of government even if, as France insists,
the document is signed on behalf of the Common Market
Council by its President, a post that will be occupied by
Chancellor Brandt until the end of June. But President
Pompidou has refused to agree even to an informal
dinner meeting with the Nine, lest a precedent be set
for an institutional link with the United States. He wants
a single spokesman to represent the Common Market in
consultation with the United States. Otherwise, as he
sees it, nine relative dwarfs would be meeting with the
American cominant giant.

* » .

The American view is that improved procedures for
European - American consultation are essential if joint
policies are to be achieved for solving mutual problems.
At present, Mr. Kissinger has charged, the E.E.C. countries
are precluded from consulting with the United States
until a common policy is shaped, after which “Europe
appeints a spokesman who is empowered to inform us.
of the decisions taken but has no authority to negotiate.”

It was this issue that prompted Mr. Kissinger's ran-
cavnus protest early this month against the decision of
the T.E.C. countries to meet separateiy with the Arabs,

NEW YORK TIMES
16 March 1974

United States
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Actualiy, few major decisions ere taken by the E.E.C.
without lengthy argument in pudlic view among the nine
governments. The United States has only itself to blame
if it fails to lobky effectively for its interests,

France’s eight Common Market partners did wisely -
agree in Washington in February to act jointly with the
United States on the critical oil problem, despite Paris’s
refusal to participate. Under those circumstances they
could not risk further divisions in the EE.C. by flatly
rejecting the Arab contacts Paris progcsed, Morzover,
respondin.g to President Nixon's leiter this month pro-
testing ‘“rival activity” in the Middle East, Chancellor
Brandt made it clear—as representative-of the Nine —
that he would move slowly, in consultation with Wash-
ington, and: would seek to provide “flanking support”
for American-political and oil efforts in the Middle East.

These reassurances make incompreheinsible President
Nixon's.Chicago accusations of “hLostility” and “confron-
tation” on the part of the Nine. His criticism of the new
draft of the projected joint declaration—and his refusal
to set a date for his European trip until agrezment on
its terms is reached—can be defended as efforts to
assure a summit meeting with the Common Market, with
or without France. But his warning that substantial
numbers of American troops might be withdrawn from
Europe unless the E.E.C. comes to heel on political and
economic issues, can only be self-defeating.
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"By C. L. Sulzberger
PARIS—The petulaﬁce now featur-

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

calm the situation, not exacerbate it.
Mr. Kissinger certainly knows that
foreign policy for one country means

ing United States relationships with

internal policy for another. Thus Mr.

France is ridiculous and unnecessary.
From certain remarks attributed to
Heary Kissinger one must conclude he
should never bz indiscreet in private,
which he now inferentially acknowl-
2dges. It is one thing to use the calcu-
lated public leak for policy purposes
but it is quite another to blow off
steam and have it surface in a cloud
of embarrassment. B

Mr. Kissinger was quoted in a pro-
American London paper Feb. 10 as
having told a small group that Euro-
peans are ‘craven,” “contemptible,”
“pernicious” and acting like “jackals,”
to szy nothing of appraising Saudi
Arabia’s King Faisal as a “religious
fanatic,” which neither helped pros-
pects of trans-Atlantic amity nor facili-
tated -easement of the anti-U.S. oil
embargo. .

On March 6, the normally pro-
American Paris Figaro reporied the
Secretary of State as saying the
United States knew better how {o
choose enemies than friends and it
was easier to treat with the former
than the latter, These alleged opinions,
added to those publicly enunciated,
raised hackles:

One result is that recent U.S. policy
has proved. counterproductive,. The
Washington petroleum  consumers
meeting, &t which France was the
odd-man-cut, was swiftly superseded
by a Turcpean Community policy that
excluded America. And French Foreign
Minister Michel Jobert, who admires
‘Mr. Kissinger’s person more than his~
scurrert views, has recently taken to
rubbirz mustard into U.S. irritatioms.

It is cven reported that Washingion
kzs begun se-cxamining policy toward

France, which I take to be nonsense
since things are certainly in no more
critical state between the two coun-
tries than frequently in the past and
it would be folly to heat up the situa-
tion.

Mr. Kissinger has for years been
pro-French and a considerable ad-
mirer of Gaullism, the philosophy
represented today by President Pom-
pidou and Mr. Jobert. Indeed, Mr.
Kissinger—then z Democrat—had been
brought into the Kennedy Administra-
tion early as an adviser on nuclear
strategy and European matters,

He was often used as a secret mes-
senger between President Kennedy and
Chancellor Adenauer, an ardent Gaul-
list and Francophile, and once was
dispatched by the former “to find out
what’s gone wrong with our German
policy.” Mr. Kissinger replied: “That
will be easier if you'll tell me one
small thing: What is our German
policy?”

The present Secretary of State
broke with Mr. Kennedwy over France,
especially on the question of de Gaulle’s
so-called force de frappe. He argued
there was absolutely no escaping the
existence of a French national atomic
force. Subsequently, he became 2 Re-
publican policy expert, first for Nelson
Rockefeller, -then Mr, Nixon.

Now, one might ask, just what is
our French policy as &pplied by the
man who seemed an early U.S. Gaul-
list and in the name of that avowed
admirer of the General and friend of
Pompidou, Richard Nixon? The answer
is, things will pretably slmiccr down
znd our policy is alresdy cceking to

20

Nixon has been accused of reeking
political coups abroad to strengthen
his szgging situation at home. Like-
wise, with Mr. Pompidou in Soviet
Russia this week, it was reasonzhle
to expect his journey to be preceded
by a dash of French nationzlism at
American expense. )

Now that the French President is
home one can anticipate a switchback,
even if he isn't going to change his
mind on dealing with the energy cri-
sis, a subject viewed diiferently in
fuel-poor France than in fuel-rich
America. But the old French-American
friendships retains pienty of vitality.

In 1965 de Gaullz received Hubert
Humphrey and told me afterward:
“You know, in our conversation, Vice

‘President Humphrey and I were in

agreement on this point—our coun-
tries, the United States and France,
have often been in disagreement over
the Jast two centuries. Certainly we
were not in agreement over Mexico
one hundred years ago.

“And from 1914 to 1917 the United
States had relations with Germany.
while we were at war. After the Ver-
sailles Treaty, the United States failed
to join in the League of Nations and
opposed reparations for France. In
1940 the United States was not ready
to go to war to protect France and
Englend.

“We have often been in disagree-
mant znd Humphrey shared my view
that it deesn’t matter. Despite our dif-

‘ferences, our two nations have always

vereined friends, maturally and spon-
toneousty.” I cee me roasun oy i
should not eontini2.”
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;;rjaseph Kraft

A Foreign Policy Showdown -

Why did President Nixon take a

gratuitous shot at the European allies

in his Chicago appearance last week?
And =why, for the previous 10 days, did
Haenry Xissinger knock the allies in
stater.cnts fo newsmen, senators and
even coagressional wives?

-

The answer is that the President
and the Secretary of State are provok-
ing a showdown in order to force the
allies, once and for all, on to the road
of Atlantic partnership with this coun-
try. In the bargain, the allies would be
put on the defensive and therefore
unable to upset ongoing negotiations
in the Llideast and with the Soviet
Union., Which is very nice, except that
the bold move is apt to backfire with
adversz consequences both abroad and
in the United States.

Behingd all this is the slow, unsteady
progress toward political unity which
Xurope has been making following the
entry of Britain into the Common
Ndarket last year. The French have
been using the process to build a
Gaullist Europe—divorced from the
United States, They have insisted on
policy stands hostile to Amarican in.
terests in the Mideast, and on a pro-
cedure which forbids consultation
with Washington until decisions ars
taken, T

Most of the other Eurcpean coun-
tries, and especially West Germany,
want to stick close to the United
States. So while going alengz with
France on procedural questions, they
have tried to cooperaie with . the
United States on practical motters. In
fact, during the past year there hes

been a rare degree of hsitacay be--

tween Washington and the Furopean
allies on such substantive business as

trade; exchange rates and defense..

Practical cooperation on specifie
problems has not been good enough
for the President and the Secretary of
State. A year ago, in a gpeech which
spoke of the Year sf Europe, Dr, Kie-
singer called for an Atlantic dizlogue
to foster agreement at the highast
levels on a joint statement of hzile
Principles. S0

As predicted here and elsewhere,
the dialogue resulted only in a highly
generalized statement. Moreover Dr.
Kissinger was furious when the Euro-
peans, last fall, prepared a draft state-
ment and presented it to the United
States without previous consultation,
as an accomplished fact.

The consultation issue erupted again
as a result of Dr. Kissinger's efforts
to organize cooperation with the allies
on the energy question. At the Wash-
ington energy conference last month,
he did prevail on eight of the Euro
pean countries {o agree to work jointly
with the United States in dealing with
problems growing out of the energy
crisis. France, which opposed any co-
operation, was left isolated.

But the French made a slight come-
back by prevailing upon the other
European countries, on March 4, to
agree to a forthcoming meeting with
Arab leaderscfrom which the United™
States would be excluded. Once again,
moreover, Dr, Kissinger felt that he-
was presented with a decision by the
Europeans without serious advance
consultation. ’

Immediately thereafter, Dr. XKis-
singer began loosing against the Euro-
peans what the Economist of London
called “Henry’s Thunderbolts.” The
Prezident then piled it on in Clhicazo

]
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by irdicating this country would with-
draw troops from Eurcpe if tlie alllzs
did noct cooperate more in political
and economic issues. .-

Both men have a point. The habit of
non-consultation is bad. Unless checked
soon, it could harden over the years
so that eventually the United. States
and Europe would drift apart on all
major issues.

Moreover, the occasion is not neces-
sarily bad for a showdown. The French
are uncomfortable in thejr isolation—
hence the relatively conciliatory
speech over the weekend by Foreign
Minister Michel Jobert. The socialist
governments in Germany and Britain
are defensive about relations with the
United States, and under strong in-

ternal pressure to appease Washing-

ton. If nothing else, tough talk now

. will prevent the Europeans from op-

posing the negotiations Dr. Kissinger
now has under way in the Mideast
and with the Soviet Union.

At bottom, however, 1 think the
President and Dr. Kissinger are play-
ing with fire, Advance consultation is
not all that important—and they know
it better than anybody. No present gov-
ernment, not excluding the Nixon gov-
ernment, is' strong enough to make
binding commitments about the future
of Atlantic partnership.

By forcing a conflict now, practical
cooperation on spacific issues is made
more difficult. Worst of all, by raising
the troop question, Mr. Nixon is only
playing into the hands of those in this
country who want to withdraw trcops
as a first step in an over-all thinning
of relations with Europe.
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A Postage Siamp Ratses West Gerran T zmpers

A Communist Execnted in

1919 Is Commemorated

By CRAIG R. WHITNEY

&pactal to The New Yook Times

BONN, March 8-—Rosa
Luxemburg, the “Red Rosa”
who was executed in Berlin
55 years ago for her revolu-
tionary activities, is raising
political tempers in Germany
again through that most con-

- servative of institutions, the
Post Office.

Since Jan. 15, she has
been commemorated on the
German equivalent of the 10-
cent stamp. .

Although the basic color
of the stamp is orange, not
red, and Rosa Luxemburg is
portrayed in black, man
Germans who think Chancel-
lor Willy Brandt's Social
Democratic party is crypto-
Communist anyway took one
jook when it came out and
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said “Aha!”

The threat, whether real
or imagined, of “radicals”
infiltrating the Government
through the Social Democrats
~is a subject of constant dis-

*cussion here, and to many -

it seemed to become real
again whert 30 million of the

40-pfennig )
stamps were printed late last

ear.

“We've never had a stamp
s0 many people refuse to
take at the counter,” said the
Postmaster General, Horst
Ehmke. “But we’ve printed
them, and we'll sell them.”
A press spokesman for his
ministry said, however, that
the 30 million stamps, nor-
mally enough to last for six
months, would probably be
sold out in five.

One reason may be that
buying a Rosa Luxemburg
stamp is a way for those
Germans—especially younger
ones—who have leftist-liberal
political views to show them,
without necessarily makirz

commemorative *

a rezl political commitment.

Eut it is not popular only
among Germans. An Ameri-
can lawyer at the anti-estab-
lishment Lawyers Military
Defense Committee in Heidel-
berg put a Rosa Luxemburg
stamp on a letter to a United
States Army colonel
other day and said, “We do
it on purpose—it ought to
make them mad.” The com-
mittee helps defend soldiers
in mainly political cases here.

2,000 Protest Letters

Mr. Ehmke has received
about 2,000 protest letters,
in which themes such as
“Bonn now takes orders
from the Kremlin” seem to
predominate. He countered
with one of Rosa Luxem-
burg’s own  quotatiors:

‘ “Freedom means the free-

dom to disagree.”

Rosa Luxemburg was sum-
marilv executed on Jan. 15,
1819, after the failure of the
Communist uprising in Ber-
i

the !

Spartacist Union with Xarl
Liebknecht in 1917, she be-
longed to the left wing of
the Social Democratic party.

in. Before she founded the
RDP77-00432R00010032
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By Lewis M. Simons

NEW DELHI, March T—
with Szecretary of State Henry
Kissinger expected to visit
New Delhi in the next few
weeks, the government of In-
dia is struggling t0 hold the
}id on an anti-American tem-
pest brewing in 3 teapot.

The flap, breught up by leit-

ist members of Parliament,
concerns U.S. plans to de-
velop its air and naval support
facilities on the tiny Indian
Ocean atoll of Diego Garcia.
. Prime MMinister Indira Gan-
dhi and her government are
anxiously trying to let the
United States kncw in ad-
vance of Kissinger's trip that
while they are opposed to a
major power buildup in the
Indian Ocean, they are not
overiy upset Withuthe Penta-
gon's plans for Diego Garcia.

The government fears that
if the pot boils over hefore
Kissinger arrives, hoped-for
discussions on strengthening
indo-American  trade  and
economic cooperation — and

possibly resuming some formj|
of U.S. aid—will suffer. i

But Communist and other|
left-wing legislators are refus-
ing to play along. Today and
vesterday they forced Foreign
NMinister Swaran Singh to de-
clare before Parliament that
India was as resolutely as ever
against a major U.S. presence
in the Indian Ocean.

The opposition members
were using a remark made
on Monday by U.S.. Ambassa-
dor Daniel Patrick Moyniban
to press their point. During a
meeting with Indian journal-!

_dras. \ovnihan reportedly
said that U.S. interests in Di-!
ego Garcia were “more impor-
tant” than those of India,;
which has no “fuundamental
concern” in the island, located
1.260 miles south of the In-{
dian coast. ‘

Aost New Delhi newspapers
ran the story on theoir {ront,
pages. Moynihan was deeply!
zngered. claiming that he and |
the newsmen had agreed that)
the remarks were not to b2 at-,
tritvted to him. i

Communist  parliaimentari-,

ists in the scuthern city of Ma- ]
|

3

ans jumiped on the reports and
one even demanded that Moy-
nihan be declered persona non
grata and ejected from India.

Swaran Singh prevented|
that but reiterated that the'
U.S. plan to spend $29 million
on expanding the Diego Gar-
cia facility was contrary to In-
dia’s aim of making the Indian
Ocean 2 “zone of peace.”

Singh's statements reflect
India’s dilemma. As a prime
mover in the nonaligned
movement and the major
power in south Asia, it must
argue against a US.-Soviet
arms race in the region. But
the Indians must also temper
their public protestations with
private assurances to the,
United States at a time when
relations between the two are
gradually improving.

Senior Indian government
officials make the point pri-
vately that they are prepared |
to live with an increased num-!
ber of U.S. Navy ships, subma-.
rines and aircraft moving in,
and out of Diego Garcia. ;

“Wwe're not anti-anybody on:
this,” a ranking government |
source said, “and we want the!
United States to know that.
But India, and all the coun-:

tries on the Indian Qcean forl -

that mattet, are committed to
making it a zone of peace.”

U.S. observers say Indian of-
ficials are restrained because:
they realize that turning Di-
ego Garcia into an important
staging base cannot be con-
strued as aiding’ Pakistan—In-,
dia’s constant and overriding
defense worry.

«Our hands-off policy on
arms for Pakistan is fin ally
sinking in,” one American ob-
gerver said. “It’s beginning to
100k like the Indians {inally
believe we mean what we
say.”

Diplomatic reaction to the
expansion plans for Diego
Garcia has been jow key. U.S.
and British diplomats were;
not even summoned to thei
Toreign Ministry, a stzmdzu'di
procedure when a governmentr
wants to register a com-|
plaint. Britain. which owns T‘nei
5,700-acre, coral island, re-‘
cently agreed 1o allow the
United States to expand its fa-|
cilities there.

Some observers believe that
if the Kissinger visit, whichb is
expected sometime before the
middle of April, produces lit-
tle or nothing concrete, India
may shift its stand and launch
a fullscale diplomatic attack
on the United States.

But the Indians do not ap-
pear to expect Kissinger to ar-
rive with a sack of goodies.
The mere fact that he is com-
ing for the first time since tak-
ing office and will spend a
couple of days talking to Mrs.
Gendhi and others is consid-
ere€ important.
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By PRAN SAEHARWAL
New Delhi Bureau of The Sun

New Delhi — Ambassador jcial attention, pumping in
Daniel Patrick Moynihan and|funds to help the country.
the World Bank president,| Two-thirds of all the soft
Robert S. McNamara, are |lending of the International
under attack in India despite| Development Agency, an asso-
their efforts to help overcome |ciate of the World Bank, was
the country's worst economic!given to India.

Crisis. ) " . When President Nixon cut
Both are being criticized m\ off all economic assistance to
Parliament for their candid, {India in 1971 because of the
but private, comments. ‘indo-Pakistan war, Mr. Mec-
Mr. Moynihan was criticized; Namara continued assistance
for his background interview:to India, despite the fact that

iwith newspaper reporters, injthe U.S. is the major contritu
which he said that the Indian ltor to the World Bank.

i Ocean base being built by thet The crime of Mr. Me
United States on the British-|Namara, according to pro-hies-

iheld island of Diego Garcia i cow Communists and others—
was more important 'tg U.S.: including members of the rui-

linterests than to India’s. Hei;ng Congress party, is leakage

! also commented, “Why call it | o¢” the World Bank r ¢
the Indian Ocean? One may as. . _eporl €

- 'S the Indian economy in Wash

well call it Madagascar Sea.” i. . y a
The pro-Moscow Cm'nmun'xsts"mlgton whmg_h‘as SoTie Ve

party criticized Mr. Moym_igoomy,p redictions about thy

han’s observation, condemned; country’s future and questiong
him and his government's! the Indian economic assess

“sinister moves” in the Indian ments.

Ocean and called for his expul- The “leak.” according to th

sion. reritics, -was deliberate and hag

:“sinister motives” of runnin;

‘down India. the World Banl
All the recent efforts by the i acting on behalf of Amercia

American Ambassador to re- imperialism, was trying

\pair Indo-U.S. relations, ln-]pressure India to give up aj

jcrease bilateral trade and eco-!efforts at becoming self-r:

'nomic co-operation and the!]iant, critics charged yesterda;

|writing off of India’s debt in:in Parliament. -

rupees was of little conse-| The atiack is on U.S. mg

quence when it came to attack-! tives. Leftists fear that th
ing him on the Indian Ocean| resumption of American ai
base. would hurt Soviet influen
In the last six vears, since|here. The rightists, on t

Mr. NcNamara became thejother hand, are complainm|
chief of the World Bank, he[that the United States is L
has singled out India for spe-doing enough.

Given special attention

22 T

Approved For Release 2001/08/08 : CIA-RDP77-00432R000100320002-0




Approved For Release 2001/08/08 : CIA-RDP77-00432R000100320002-0-

REEHEASY

CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR

8 March ]974

nantom Ay’ of Cambodia s

By Desial Coutherlend
Staff coxreepondent of
The Christian Science Monitor

o TLzora 2onb, Criabedls

whe United C'xtez has managed to
get Cambodisn Army offlcers to
make eiznificsnt redquctions in the
number of *“phbaniom” soldiers on
their payrcils, but the practice of
collecting maney for nonexistent sol-
diers ig far from cuded.

In Javucry of last year, the Cam-

bedien commeand claiined an Army
sstrength of 303,800 men. But everyone
“knew that the Loy €43 pet hava this
meny soldiers and hat oificers were
pecketing the pay <f a lerge number
of ghost, or paantom, seldiers.

e United £t .<', czinzed to cupe
poit & payroll ol mors than 203,000
min, and the doure e cubsaguently
set £t 2bout 223,C33. Al the same time,
a new centializzd payroll system was
infraduced. Zventuglly this system is
tobe campu‘terized.

SR 0

The o_iwim of ths phantom-goidier

payoifs go bzel to the teginning of the
war in Cambodia. '

When the war erupted nearly four
years ago, the Army concisted of only
about 230,000 men. It had to expand
rapidly, and batizlion commandars
were authorized to reeruft for fheir
own units.

As & result, a Gecentralize
corruption-ridden system of peying
the trcops emerg=d, with battzlon,
brizade end divizien commandars
meking sirahle profils. Reports of the
sitvetion created a atir in the US.
Conzress, and at one point a Cam-
bodian Cebinet official candidly ad-
mitted that there might be 23 many as
120,000 phantom troops.

Under the rew cystem, pay com-
mittees cant out from the central level
have taken over the function of paying
<he troops. Thecreticelly, thisought to
eliminate the phantom prchlem.

Sellales ‘oo low

But a6 cne high-realing Camoodian
Lrmy - officer explained to this re-
porter, the averege officer vannst get
by ¢a hisoffigizl calaxy,

end .

Tria oiies> czid taet he allets ao
phantoins i sach of his botialic
commanders. This allows the ba’tt&l-
jon commander enough extra money
~— about 140,630 riels, or ebout $250 a
month — to psy his expences, cend his
children to school, and rent a house
for his family in Phnom Penh.

The officer 3aid that he thought this
was ‘‘reasonable” compsznsation for-
men who are expacted to fight a long
war on low saiaiies.

What about complainis?

But what if the paymestess ob-
jected to this, the offizcer wes askzgd.

“There are ways of threatening
them,” he replied. -

The officar said that the problem
was to prevent these who were profit-
ing from the phentom system from
being oo greedy. He aciinowledged
that sharp reductions had been made
in the totz]l number of phantoms but
said that the problem could never be
entirely eliminated.
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By Elizabeth Becker
Special to The Washington Post

KAMPOT, Cambodia—Dur-
ing the dark hours of dawn
ihe Cambodian insurgents
were lothing mortars around
the governmernt’s command
post at Kampot. Inside. U.S.
Maj. Lawrence W. Oncecker
was showing the Cambodian
officers how to mount a coun-
terattack.

“] want yvou to respond very
quickly he said. "I even one
mortar falls in your zone, you
mist snswer back with fire
ivrmed.ately

Whn'ie the American major
was poring over maps with
the Cambodian staff cfficers,

the Cambhodian sgeneral offi.' |

cially in command of the post
| Was wriiing in his diary,
'in zn adjoining bunker.

H

‘ The U.S. embassy in Phnom!
"Penh has repeatedly denied
rreports that Americans are
. serving as military advisers in
‘the field. Congress has passed
a law that prohibits the U.S.
mission here from direct in-
vnlvement in the conduct of
the war.
but the

situatist in this

Am LV 18 @S
coastal town about 80 miles
south of Phnom Penh is crit-

ical, and Maj. Ondecker was
flown down Sunday. “He was
loaned to us from the 3d In-
fantry Brigade,” Lt. Col
Choey Yeun said. “He is at-
tached to the 3d and nor-
mally works in the field with
them, but he is needed hzre.
‘] am surpriced that you did
not know him.”

In the past month rebel
troops have moeved within one
to four miles of kampm cap-
‘turing the eity’s main water
supply und the country's only
cement iactory. They regular-
‘Iy shell the town with 75-mm.
recoilless rifles and 8i-mm.
mortars.

Although government intel-
Yigence officers warned of an

alone ! impending offensive as early
. as January, the Kampot garri-

son made no defense prepara-
tions. Over the past week the
Cambodian high command
sent re mmrce-ments——ard they
sent Maj. Ondecker.

“Protect this arca irzmedi-
ately,” B1Iaj. Ondecker szid
while the 31 rounds were fall-
ing in and around the ecity
M mda) mormng “Good, per-
fect” d as a Cambocian

oi{icer pointed on the map af
ior sceepting the American’s
propesal.

The day before rebel gun-
ner's shot down one of the two
helicopter gunships stationed
heore, and the second one was
recalled to Phnom Penh. Maj.
Ondecker arranged with the
T.S. embassy en tiie morning
of the attack that additional
gunships would be sent to,
Kampot to support the infan-i
try.

A member of the U.S. mili-
{ary attache’s staff in Phnom'
Penh, Ondecker, is in Kampot,
officially to gather mforma—
tion Chuck Bernard, known as'
Alonsieur Jacques, is the other
T.S. representative in town.!
Ile has approximately the!
same official duties as On.!
decker except that his area is!
civilian matters. |

“Monsieur Jacques works
with me,” said Ker Sophay, ai-|
reclor of political warfare. ‘
“He writes propaganda tracts':
with me. We have p.xbl.chcd‘

it has never been coafirinzd.’
In Kampot, however, it is aif-
ficult to hide. Ondecker was in:
and out of the command pnst,
openly recommending miliirry
manuevers. Somet'mes he pre-
faced his proposals with “I
suggest and the general also
sugzests that you immediat ely?
fire in this direction.”

The Cambodians were ob—
viously pleased with the.
American’s help. “Maj. Oa-'
decker was very good with the!

| 3d Brigade; he will be good|

with us,” said Col Choey,
Yeun. |

Changes were made quickly’
after Ondecker’s arrival An-'
other infantry brigade was'
¢alled in to bolster the 2.000-
man government garrison, and
the top command was Te-,
placed within 24 hours. The
city's defense perimeter was
ctabxhzed for the first ume
threughout the siege.

Villagers are still leaving
the {own — the population has!
‘dropped from 50,000 to less
than 20,000 in a month.

and distributed 6,000 pem-| IThouﬂh all private shops are
phlets in the three weeks Bbel:closed, and mortars still land

has teen here.”
While junior Cambodian of-
ficers soy Amesicans advissin.
*‘ﬂe field aroun Fanom Penh,:

Uiwithin the city,

the city's
smell open-air market re-
opened Sunday with fome
{ruit and fish offered Zor sale.
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Law ITous E...J. fdaky

GiveuT

kJ\JJL 4 f

Reuter

The State Department said
yesterday it has asized the U.S.
embassy in Phnom Penh for a
‘full report on a Washington
Post dispatch that said an
Amzrican military advisc: was
working in the field with Cam-
bodian combat frocps.

The Washington Post identi- !
fied the officer as Maj. Law-
‘rence Ondecker, and said he
was advising Cambodian offi-
cers in the government com-
mand post at Kampot, a
coastal town 80 miles south of
Phnom Penh.

Congress has pzssed a law
banning direct U.S. military
‘involvement in Indochina, and
the newspaper report prompf-
ed an angry Senate demand

WASHINGTON POST
15 March 1974

‘UQUO i

A USS *mh ary attache m.

Camuodia has ‘denied acting
illezally as a combat adviser
tc Cambodian government
troops, the State Department
said yesterday, but
sional demands for an investi-
gation of his activity increased

State Department spokes-
man George Vest said the U.S.
embassy in Phnom Penh had
termed “unjustified” a Wash-
ington Post story that said
Maj. Lawrence Ondecker had
advised government troops at
Kampot, Cambodia, in viola-
tion of U.S. laws barring mili-
tarv advisers from Indochina.

Vest said: “The embassy has
assured us that the T.S. mili-
tary personnegl in Cambodia
are fully instructed as to the
legal restrictions on their
activities and are complying
with t{hese restrictions and
that the allegations in the
story are not justified.”

Vest did not respond to
guestions about exactly what
was being disputed, <aying
only that the embassy reply
is the official response.

Vest did not say the amcle,
by Elizabeth Becker, a cor-
respondent for both the Post
and Newsweek Magazine, was
inrccurate.

Post TForeign Editor Lee
Lescaze said the
stends by the story.

‘congres-i-

for an inves tlgauon

The State Dopartiuent noted
i that military per: :onnel are re-
quued Wy law to maintain
iclose lisison with Khmer offi-
[cials to ¢nsure safe delivery of
i U.S. militery equipment.

l “However, I do acknowledge

that (delivery personnel) are
|not assigned as advisers and
they are not supposed to func-
ition in a combat advisory
role » department spokesman
‘John King said.

The Senate Foreign Rela-
,tions Committee made prehm
‘inary inquiries during a nomi-
‘nation hearing for the ambas-
,sador-designate to Cambodia,
iJohn G. Dean, a career For-
leign Service officer.

But a bipartisan glonp of:

Sarvires Comm stizn
,ton, daclaring ina te n‘c*t
'that “covert and illegal war
cannot be tiolerated by the
Congress.”

Dean, until recently deputy
chief of mission at the Ameri-
can embassy in Lzos, told the
Foreign Relations Comrmtteel
that the State Department had |
asked the U.S. embassy in
Phnom Penh for clarification
of the report.

However, he defended main-
taining Foreign Service and
military officers in the field,
saying they were “the eyes
and ears” of the embassy in
determining how American
aid was being used.

The committee aporoved
1Dean’'s appointment as ambas-

| American personnel in Cam-
.‘ood‘xa. whe are limited by law
to 200 men. }

Sen. Alan Trenmsion -t
Cuiil), a leader

o7 last yc—:ar’s'
congressional cainaign to egﬁ!

U.S. military involvement in}
Cambodia, said it appa:ﬁnﬂy?
was not enough for Congress
to prass laws. :

“Apparently we underrated !
the administration’s cunmng'
and determination to go its
own way regardless of the law;

- We must constantly moni~i
tor the implementation (of t.hex
law) and we must police zng i
publicize every violation,” he
said in a Senzte speech.

Sen. Jok~ Stennis (D-Aliss.), |
chairmen ¢ { {he Armed Serv-
ices Commr’ *ee said the panel

nezrly two dozen senators fer-!igsodor but not hefore he prora- would consider the request for !

{mally  requestzd 4%

Thére was angry reaction
on Capitol Hill to the story

. and 41 senators have co-spon-

sored a resolution by Sen.
Alan Cranston (D-Calif) de-
manding an investigation of
Ondecker's -reported activity.

Becker guoted Ondecker as
telling Cambodian officers
under mortar attack at Kam-.
pot: “I want you to respond
very quickly. If even one mor-
tar falls in your zone, you
must answer back with fire
immediately.”

The telegram from the em-
bassy in Phnom Penh said
Becker had a “rudimentary”
speaking knowledge of French
and may have misunderstood
Ondecker’s conversations with
Cambodian officers.

“l made no suggestions nor
in. any way gave instructions
“or advice to the Khmer.” the |
telegram quoted Ondecker as?
saying.

Sen. Frank Church (D--
Idaho) the co-author of the:
1971 Cooper-Church’ amend-
,ment barring U.S. advisers.
from Indochina, disclosad that
he had sent a letter to Secre-
tary of State Henry Kissin-
ger,

If The Washington Post‘
stery is correct, the letter:
said, “this is a direct viola- |
tion of the laws of the land. »!

Church said he had reming-
ed Kissiager of his pledge to’
the Senate last September
that the department would
not seek to circumvent legal
chstacles to the U.S. military
presence in Indochind.- -

Church also called on Sze-
relary of Defense - Jumes
Schlesinger “to account filly

newESaper]

and qpenly for this apparent
viclition as s0on 25 nossinle.”

Aried; |1sed to provide a list of the

investigaticon.

NEW YORK TIMES
20 March 1974
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The news frora Southeast Asia is beginning to have
a morbidly familiar ring. In an engagement Morday
Vietnamese forces suffered their heaviest cazsualties
since the signing of cease-fire fourteen months azo.
In fierce fighting on the same day Cambodian insurgents
captured a major city twenty miles from Phnem Penb.

In Washington the Defense Department is asking
Congress for urgent new military aid to South Viainam,
and the American Ambassador in Saigon is warning that
the “people of the world” will be exposed to “enormous
dangers” if the United States fails to provide whale-
hearted support for President Nguyen Van Thieu. Those’
who dare to question the continuing United States
military effort, says Ambassador Graham Martin, are
only succumbing to the insidious influence of Com-
munist North Vietnam. .o .

There is scarcely a pretense any more that the
Vietnam truce agreement has brought respite from war.
Pentagon witnesses told a Congressional committee this
week that, unless a quick $474 million is sent off to
Saigon, President Thieu's military operations would
have to be sharply curtailed next month. And for the
coming year, the Administration seeks $2.4 billion for
Vietnam aid, plus another $463 million to support
American military forces based in Southeasi Asia. In
the first year of so-called peace, the United Statzs
expense for weapons and ammunition in Vietnam +7zs
only 25 per cent below the level for corresponcing
programs in the heavy war year of 1572,

Neither North nor South Vietnam has shown any
interest in implementing the elaborate and paten: y
unwieldy political provisions of the Paris accerds.
this comes as no surprise, what is ominous Is ij:a
unstated assumption that the United States is com-
mitted to keeping the war going, on President Thist’s
terms. Having successfully barred direct combat invoive-
ment in Southeast Asig, the Congress is entitled new
to k2 weary of continued drift into war by prony.

24
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U:.S. Envsy in Saigon Charges
- Times Article Was Inaccurate

fire accord. ! paign to grosslv deceive the

"mﬁé is ahﬁ];ﬂSSEC:" M. ,M?{‘ American  Congress and the
{rme tin said. “Shipler categorically' American people.” '

WASHI! et T R 'f‘mj s ... postulates ‘South Vietnamese i “In sumpm'fry, Mr. Martin|

WASHINGTON, Mi?rCh' .8; _-“Whether the United SIaleS \iglations' without presenting a 'said. “the Shipler article was,
Graham A. Martin, the bmt-h is breaking the leiter ¢f the ghred-of evidence, and alleges pbyiously not written to in-
States Ambassador ]m_ South ggreements could probably be American military aid ‘directly form New York Times readers
Vietoam, has comp ax;)hed 10 argued either way,” Mr. Ship- supports such violations which byt to give a sianted impres..
iﬂ?iefetaff !?ﬁ&aﬁgt’(,r}in%m‘g ipn 1?& ~“§;?»§c'a Biznceﬂzgnl,éoh}{g ?ereby gref'ks the spirit. of gjon that the United States and

" : ai I ccords. “h Vi .
continued = American _involve- Vietnameseyviolauans and so u‘a‘rgis quite true that to Hanoi ;S;?x‘r;g V{itenargezgz_fg,;;gsslzg;ég_
ment in V ic}n:am‘f‘con‘taénsh;?— breaki the spirit of the ac- smp s_pirit of the accords’ was ‘ment.”’ g
merous Inaccuracies an - cords: ghat the Americans would de- i Geliberately omits or
trths. 4y cabl ‘made ° - Hanol Campaign Seen  iIver South Vietnam bound lraarc ckeptically” the flagrant

ok {engtny %‘?1 eg’ll'_gmemais In a preface to a paragraph- |hand and foot into their hands,” 'Communist violations of the
f;}i;w?i?,fszo Mr eMar]t!iT;" Stook by-paragraph - rebuttal of Mr. jthe Ambassador szid. ;\:;lonui; Paris accords, all of which have
strong issue with a survey Shifler's article, Ambassador lnatel_s;v, only ?d };a?-ge wigh {been pointed out repeatedly to
article that was written by Martin said that Hanoi was jAmericans iy g = Vi ;Shipler and . The New York
David K. Shipler of The Times planning an all-out campaign to that interpreta ’°nd o iTimes Saigon Bureau by United
Sziton bureau and published persuade Congress to cut aid]@ spirit of the accords. p .| States and -South Vietnamese
on Feb. 25. to “'Saigon and that efforts)j Mr. Martin acknowledged in| officials.”

“r: Shipler wrote, in sum- would be made “to bring influ- his cabiczram that he and Maj.| Mr. Martin invited Secretary
ma;'\," that American miitarv ence in bear on selective sus-1'Gen. ,John E. Murray, the em-| of State Kissimger or Secretary
aid tn the Saigon Government cepiible but inflvential elements| bassy’s defense attache, had re-, of Defense James R. Schiesinger
“continues fo set the course Of American communications! fused to meet with Mr. Shipler! to release his cablegram to the,

» ear: media”
e e e Pk A5 an example of his objec- |article because “to do so would

to expose “propaganda under

after the signing of the Paris:
peace agreements .
firai withérawal. of American

”

WASHIRNGTON POST
14 Mavch 1974

|while he was preparing his! Columbia School of Journalism|

and  ihe’ tions, Mr. Martin noted that 'permit their own reputations, the guise of ‘investizative re-
'y Mr, Shipler hac referred to for integritv to be 'used as a' porting’ rather than a respras-
S+ izon’s violations of the cease- plarinn for promoting a cam-, jble journalistic effort.”

Whose Ambassador?

TN GRAHAM A JTARTIN, President Thieu of South
+. Vietnam hes & warm friend :0d ¢ forcsful and highly
pizzed advocate—z fine ambagsedor, you might say. In-
desd, Mr Mzrtin's recent attack on a New York Times
veport on American aid to Szigon—an 18-page attack
which Mr. Martin asked the State Department to make
public—could hardly have pleased President Thieu more.
It mirrored precisaly Mr. Thieu’s own view that the fount
of all criticism of his rule is Hanoi.

The catch is that Graham Martin is not the ambassador
of South Vietnam to Washington. He is the American
ambassador to Saigon. This would seem to be an elemen-
tary distinction but Mr. Martin, in his blindered devotion
+p President Thieu, has evidenily lost sight of it. We
have his devotion (and his low boiling point) to thank
for the fact that he has come out from behind the wall
of discretion, behind which professional diplomats ordi-
narily work, in order to challengs a repartsr for the
Tirces. ’ .

1t is, first, cutrageous that Mr. Martin should preface
his challenge with the suggestion that press and con-
gressional criticism of South Vietnam is being orches-
trated by Hanol. The charge is false=—and mischievous.
That an American career envoy in the year 1974, should
be sniping in a cheap polifical way at the motives of
Vietnam policy critics is a sad commentary on how little
the old cold-war-oriented hands have learned from our
Indochina experience. Moreover, it is an old and un.
worthy ploy for an official to disdain to talk with a re-
porter on grounds that the reporter is “biased,” and
then denounce him for alleged errors. In short, Mr. Mar-
tin is paying a heavy price for Mr. Thieu's affection.

Secordly, Mir. Martin's critique is a throwback o the
bad old doyz of crerided, selfservisg, oversimplified

Approved For Release 2001/08/08

reporting on Vietnam and, as such, is aithegather out of
line with the mere muvenced reguiremenis of & policy
that no loager needs to depend for its effectiveness on
misleading the American people. We had thought, or
hoped, the objective now was to help move the Vietnam-
ese parties toward a real seitlement. By the evidence of
Mr. Martin, however, the policy is to supply President
Thieu the resources and cicouragement to let him side-
step_the Paris accords and to keep pressing the war. For
it is obvious that Mr. Thieu, seeing Mr. Martin’s uncriti-
cal devotion to him, czn have little incentive to heed
whatever cautions the U.S. Government may simultane-
ously offer. We apparently have here a classic case
study of how an ambassador loses influence with the
government to which he is accradited.

As to the specifics of the aid program as discussed by
the Times and Mr. Martin, we believe, as we have pre-
viously said, that Congress should itself go deeply into
the whole program. The Times article charged that
American military aid “continues to set the course of
the war”; various American violations of the Geneva
accords were alleged. Denying these allegations, Am-
bassador Martin responded that the course of the war is
set by “the continuous and continuing Communist build-
up” and by Saigon’s response to “actual military attacks
mounted by the other side.” These are, we submit, dif-
ferences of perception which the Congress ought to try
to clarify before it votes further aid for South Vietnam.
The administration i3 asking for $1.45 billion in mili‘ary
aid in fiscal 1975—up from the $829 million approved in

- 1974. Whatever total it finally appraves, the Congress

should be eonvinced that the money is being given in an
emeunt and in a way designad to reinforce the Paris ac-
cords, 2ot Jo vndermine fhem,
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Kennedy Complains to Kissinger|
Y (’!( o0 ® .«~-,«~ V4
ST PRLICESTR Qy
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Envay in Saigon

WASHINGTON, March 17
(Reuters)—Senator Edward M.
Kennedy has told Secretary of
State Kissinger that a cable-
gram from the United States
Ambassador in South Vietnam
has raisz the “worst kind of
iinnuendo” about Congressional
criticisms of American policy in
Indochina.

Mr. Kennedy made his March
13 letter public today as he and

lother members of Congress’

.critical of the continued United
|States involvement in Indochina
istepped up the campaign to cut

ocrat asked Mr. Kissinger to ex-
plain exactly what the United
States was doing in Indechina
with its continued military and
econiomic aid to South Vietnam,
Cambodia and Laos.

Mr. Kennedy's letter criti-
cized a March 6 cablegram sent
to the State Department by
Graham A. Martin, the Ambas-
sador to Saigon. The cablegram,
which was published in part in
the press earlier_this month,
said that Hanoi was trying to
use “the remnants of the Ameri;
can ‘peace movement’ to bring

H

'slements of Americza communi-’
cations media 24, partivalerly, |

{on susceptible Congressional
-staffers.”

|" “For him to suggest a tie,”
i{Mr. Kennedy wrote, “between
:alleged decisions in Hanoi and
the views of members of Con-
gress and their staffs about the
course of American pnlicy to-
ward South Vietnam and In-
dochina is the worst kind of
innuende and regreftably ig-
nores the many legitimate
questions and concerns of the
.Congress and the American
people over our commitments
ito the governments of Indo-
china and over the continuing

iztions of the area” :

A sizable portian of Mr..
Graham's cablegrain contained.
criticism of an article written!
from Saigon by David K. Ship-
ler of The New York Times.
That article, which was printed;
on Feb. 25, reported on United;
States military aid to the Sai-!
gon Government. -

This said, the article said,
“continues to set the course of!
the war fore than a year after

{
'

the signing of the Paris peace
agreements and the final with-
drawal of American troops.”
Mr. Martin, in his cablegram,
submitted a paragraph-by-par-
agraph rebuttal of ahe article,

off military sid to South Viet-
nam. The Magsachusetts Dem-

susceptible,

THE ECONOMIST MARCH 9. 1974

influence to bear on selective

but

“Thieu's hoping for oll, too

Saigon

It needs three things to go President
Thieu’s way if he is to pull the South
Vietnamese economy round. One is
that the North Vietnamese do not launch
an attack. The second is that America
continves with its current rate of aid.
The third is that commodity prices level
off. In these conditions the country
might get through 1974 with a payments
gap of £85m (or more than its own
reserves), an inflation of 30-50 per
cent, and a 10 per cent drop in real living
standards. So even on the most optimistic
assumptions South Vietnam’s economic
outlook is bleak. :

The war years, plus the huge sums
spent by the Americans, pumped the
economy up like a balloon. They also
warped it in a way that is only now
really being felt. At the height of the
American presence in the mid-1960s,
the money spent by the half million GIs
and others amounted to £170m—£210m
annually. It created a range of service
industries and jobs for staff on canteens
and bases, prostitutes, bar girls, un-
official wives and so on. Out of a 19m
population, 250,000 were employed
directly by the Americans, and the
South Vietnamese government amassed
$400m (£170m) in foreign exchange
reserves. With the American withdrawal
these services have evaporated. The
government’s own reserves have run,

. Approved For Release 2001/08/08 :

down to less than £40m. And the war
and the lure of easy money have swollen
the town populations. They are now 40
per cent of the total; yet South Vietnam
has very few industries. So there is mass
unemployment.  Unofficial  spending
by the remaining 7,000 or so Americans
will probably total only £35m this year.
And on top of the withdrawal South
Vietnam has been savaged by the rise
in world commodity prices. .
Imports last year amounted to £300m.
This year they will double in cost,
principally because of oil and fertilisers.
For obvious reasons there are no oil
refineries in the country. So, with some
allowance for growth, the cost of im-
ported petrol alone would soar from
£35m to £85m. For the same reason
there are no fertiliser plants either. But
in most of the Mekong delta farmers
have gone over to miracle rice as part
of the much-trumpeted green revolution,
and miracle rice needs lots of fertiliser.
Fertiliser imports have therefore been
eating up one-eighth of the country’s
import bill. Now fertiliser prices have
doubled in six months. Besides the
foreign exchange bill, farmers themselves
have been badly hit. Some have been
cutting back crop plantings. This could
threaten South Vietnam’s hopes of
becoming self-sufficient in rice this year
and even exporting 50,000 tons. Another

26

level of our involvement in the
influential,; political and military confron-

which he said contained
“numerous iInaccuracies and
half truths.”

offensive by the North Vietnamese,
of course, would be even more damaging.

Exports have been rising—to £10m in
1972, £26m in 1973 and maybe £43m
this year—but not enough to dent the
import bill significantly. The yawning
trade gap would not matter if the Ameri-
cans were prepared to foot the bill. But
in the past three years American econo-
mic aid has remained constant in dollar
terms. In real terms this means a fall of
30 per cent this year alone. Last year the
rate of inflation was 65 per cent. Yet-the
wages of important groups like the army
and the civil service rose only 20 per cent.

This year South Vietnam is expected
to get between £140m and £160m of the
£190m that Congress has allowed Presi-
dent Nixon for Indochina reconstruction
aid. In addition something between
£64m and £110m should be available in
PL 480 commodity aid. Even adding
£43m which might spill over from mili-
tary aid, as well as loans from Japan and
France, this still leaves a nasty pay-
ments gap. There is virtually no money

* available for development.

Against this there is the country’s

“main hope for the future—oil. The oil-

men are well ahead with their pro-
grammes. Prospects are good and
off-shore drilling could start in the second
half of this year. Eventually the dis-
covery of oil could get South Vietnam
off the hook completely, but even the
oil search itself will improve confidence.

In the meantime, all Saigon can dois
keep its fingers crossed that world com-
modity prices do not rise too rapidly.
But as a good half of the budget goes
on defence, until President Thieu can
demobolise some of his army of Im,
he will have an inflationary situation on

~ his hands—and disaffection too as belts

are tightened.
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In Latin Amserica

The Deociine @f Christ

Santiago.
There is some argument over
whether the corpse of Latin
Arrerican, Christian Democracy is
interred in Caracas, Venezuela,
or here in the New Chile. A few
souls still believe that the “hope
of the future,” as Christian De-
mocracy was celled in Latin
America only a decade ago, is
still alive. If it is, it is not kickirg.
In Venezuela last December 9,
the presidential candidate for the
ruling Christian Democratic party,
Lorenzo Fernandez, was soundly
trounced by Carlos Andres Perez,
of Accion Democratica. In an in-
terview two days before the elec-
fijon, Mr. Perez made {wo pre-
dictions: that bhe would win the
presidency, and that Christian
Democracy “was through as a
force in Venezuela and Lalin
America.”

L] e ®

He swon, and it looks like it is.

Christian Democracy em:rged
in Europe as a democratic com-
promise hetween the conflicting
totslitarianisms of communism
and fascism. Those forces have

clashed as mquenﬂy, though not

s fiereely, in Latin Amerzca In
1947 the trumpet was blown for
Christian Democracy in Uruguay.
1t was heard in Brazil, Argentina,
Venezvela, Peru, Bolivia, Colem-
bia, Chile, =nd il even reached
as far as Mexico.

Even in Paraguay, ever
squashed under the heel of Gen.
Alfredo Stroessner, hope flickered
and a nucleus of Christian Demo-
crais took form. Less successful
and viable Christian Democratic
parties in some countries took
beart in the success of their co-
religionaries in others.

Thus, Christian Democracy was
probably one of the most positive
forces ever to thrive in Latin
America. I bridged the disparate
cultures of ile various countries

)
4 ~"

oy

Elan

By RICHARD O'MARA

as no other force did, except
perhaps Catholicism. But then, it
was a political faith that sort of
grew out of the spiritual one.
Christian Démocracy was most
successful in Venezuela and Chile,
where it won the goveriunents. In
Venezuela, Rafael Caldera won

‘the pres:dency in 1958. He will

Keep it until March when he must
turn it over to Mr. Perez.

Eduardo Frei won the presi-
dency of Chile in 1954, and as the
first of his kind to reach the lop
he get the torch burning ifs bright-
est.
forraer, intelligent, honest and
determined to carry out policies
zimed at distributing the wealth
of Chile more equilably. In much
he succeeded, and in much he
failed. And in doing whal he did
he stimulated the appetites . of
many dispossessed Chileans for
more. .

Thus, we had Salvador Allende,
the coup d'etat of last Seplember
11, and now Gen. Agnoste Pino-
chet, There are those who fear
that General Pinochzt and the
exiremisis of the right who have
his ear, will' push {he pendulum
all the way back to pre-Frei days.

It might be said that Christian
Democracy got tired in Vene-
zuela, got cautious in Chile and
gol crushed everywhere else.

L ] ® °

1t was not clear to most politi-
cal experis that the Christian
Democratic party of Venezuela,
COPEI, had ceased to be a party
of the people by the end of Mr.
Caldera’s term. In his earlier
years Mr. Caldera had populist
pretensions. The astounding de-
feat of his hand-picked candidate
and would-be successor, Mr. Fer-
nandez, iaught the experts a les-
son, that COPE1 had become lit-
{ie more than a smooth, slick
machine, a party that seemed to
have lost its heart.

Nr. ¥rei was a sincere re- -

It is said that in the monihs
preceding the overthrow and
death of Socialist President Salva-
dor Allende. Eduardo Frei had
hecome a golpista, that is some-
one agitating for a coup. That
has nol been proved, but it was
clear that prior {o the coup Mr.
Frei had aligned himself with (ke
right wing of the Christian Demo-
cratic party, which had come o
control it mainly through the per-
son of Patricio Aylwin, the party’s
president.

° . L] =

Mr. Aylwin's last significant po-
litical act was {o refuse to even
talk with President Allende and
the Union Popular government’s
represenfatives. . Some  believe
that we: the strategy that iso-
latzd the Allende government and
made the coup a certainty. Mr.
Frei, it is believed, concurred
with that policy, and in doing zo
one can see how far he had trav-
eled since he stocd out as Chris-
{ian Democracy’s shining apostle.

Mr. Frei, Mr. Aylwin and Jir,
Caldera are velerans of Chris-
tian Democracy’s struggle o suc-
ceed in Latin America. They have
been personally successiul, but in
their success they have brought
aboui & decline in the forlunes
of the movement, or at least sop-
arated it from ifs ecrlier ideals.
In other countries than Chile and

Venezuela, Christian Democracy.

was smashed from the oulside:
smothered in Argeniina and
crushed in Brazil. 1n Bolivia, the
party leader, Benjamin Miguel, is
in prison. ‘.

Despite its general decline,

Christian Democracy is nol with-

out outstanding figures. Among
these are Radomiro Tomic, of
Chile, and Andre Franco Montoro,
of Brazil.

Mr. Tomic was the Christian

Eg@ TR ATELT BN
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Democratic candidate for presi-

_dent against Salvador Allende in

1970; he lost and because he lost
his esteem ebbed within the party
and control passed to Mr. Ayl
win. Now, because of Mr. Ayl-

> win’s complicity in the coup—

indirect, {o b2 sure—Mr, Tomic
has been rchabilitated in the
eves of many Christian Demo-
crats. )

It is significant, and indicative
of the breedth and vision of the
two men, that Mr. Aylwin blamed
Dr. Allende exclusively for what
befell him. Mr. Tomic spread the
blame around, described the coup
as a result of the failure of all
{0 make democracy work.

Obviously, Chile is nct a com-
fortable place for Mr. Tomie
these days, and for that reason
he is sojourning in Texas. Brazil
is also not a comfortable place
for Mr. Montoro. .

. LIS N 4

Mr. Montoro is a Christian
Democrat in Brazil. He is also
a senalor, which does nol tucan
much since the congress there is
only a collection of puppets con-
trolled by the mililary povern-
ment. Still, Mr. Monforo meainages
to be ahout as an effective critic
of the military dictatership as
anyone chjidube while living in
that coiin :

Tusﬁadé’#de Athayde is one of
Brazil’s:samic iti
comghenfators. Recently, writing
in Journal do Brosil, he ,sLed
himself-‘one of those rhelorical
questions for--which the writer
professes {o have no answer. The
question was, is “Christian De-
mocracy in a comatose stale or
a changing state?”

No one can be sure, tut one
thing is certain: if it is changing
it is changing inlo something not
as exciting 3s it onez wsi,
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WASHINGTON PCST
11 March 1974

Antiwar Or

ups ¥ind New Carnce

Ame

‘By Terri Shaw
Washington Post st:'xﬂ Writer

Disturbed by reports of con-
tinuing political repression in
Chile, many of the American
I groups th=t sparked the move-
ment ageinst {he Vistnam war
thave beg:n {o work fogether
razain to oppose the military
‘junta that overthrew Chilean
. President Salvador Allende.

For varring resscrs, young
radicels, church groups c¢on-
cerned about social justice
and some trade unions have
directed their attention , to
Chile where the right- wing
junta has dope away with!

most.democratic institutions, !
- Eeveral of these organiza-
tions have sent delegations to
Chile to investigate reports of
the torture of political prison--
I'—‘rs and other violations of hu-
man rights. Others have been!
|lobbymg in Washington to!
gain help for refugees from
|the new government and to}
jurge a cutoff of U.S. aid to|
Chile.

The existence of this new|
coalition became apparent at a°
jconference on Chile held re-
icently on Capitol Hill under
!the sponsorship of several leg-
islators.

The conference, financed by
the Fund for New Priorities
ifor Awmerica, was intended to
lbe a forum for all points of

view ebout the new Cnilean
g covernment ond its rejaticn-
£ to the United Stetes,

i iowever, all G.5. zo.za-

CHRISTIAN SCIERNCE
]5 Mar‘ch 1974

Kﬁe‘,

T
H

}‘"
rig

&

Y
am
;ment officials ‘who had DLeen|

Chilean Ambassador Walter
Heitmann canceled out at the
last momeant.

Several people involved in
organizing the meeting said
they had made a special effort
to convince State Department
officials to attend, but were
told that the conference would
be “biased against the Chxlean
junta,”

“By not participating they
left the conference even more
unbalanced,” one: congres-
sional source said. The admin-
]xstranons failure to partici-
pate “was seen by many peo-
ple on the Hill as a slap by the
Executive Branch at Congress

'trying to deal with a foreign
policy issue,” he added.

|which has sponsored shout 20
similar meetings on other top-
ies, said it was the first time
the administration had boycot-
ted one.

About 300 listerners, many;
of them voung, packed a large
hearing room in the New Sen-|
ate Office Building to hear’
grim reports of torture, hun-:
ger and repression from re-
cent visitors to Chile, aca-
demie  specialists on Latin
America and Chilean exiles,
Meyer warned the partisan au-
dience several times against
’loudly Gemonstrating its oppo-
'sition to the rew Chilean Zov-
;em"nent
{ Paul Sz

ad, a profe"sor

invited fo attend declined, ard

‘of church groups, ind2pzn
public interest groups end s
versities” gazinst the Chilezn .
junta,

“It really hse Leen 2 o2-
tlonal movement,” he added,
pointing out that when U.S.
‘Marines invaded the Domin-
can Republic in 1835 “there
!was hardly a murmur from
the American people.”

Laurence Birns, of the New
School for Social Research in
New York City, predicted that
American corporations who in-
vested in Chile under the
junta “will be tirelessly publi-
cized” and perhaps face the

the admimisirat icn  has  re.
quested zew militzty aid fors
the junta and is backing new'
loans for Chilz in the internaz-|
tional develcpment banks.

Donald Anderson, assistant!
vice president for Latin Amer-i
ica for First National City
Benk of New York, and one of
the few at the meeting who
was not critical of the junta,
pointed out that Chile -7l
need larze srodits from the ?
ternaticnal lending agen
to get its economy moving
again.

An indication of the wide-
spread concern about viola-
tions of humsan rights in Chile
came in a statement issued af-|

same kind of demonstratmnsl ter the Capitol Hill conference’

ernment.

Kenredy (D-Mezss.).

Sen. Kennedy caid thzt sev-
eral international investiga-|,
tions “and the innumerable|,
personal *accounts that have

of human rights” in Chile,

grovision ik the new fsriism

aid law cayizg thet Chile|
untii|gent need to Testo

,chould get no mcre

'of pelitica! zciznee at Frince- |human rights are protecteq,

MONITOR

By Jcmes Nelson Goodsell

| as those mounted against com-|- by a group of inteliectuals, in-!
William Meyers, president: panies manufacturing napaim| ciyding Roger Baldwin of the
of the Fund for New Priorities (during the Vietnam war.
Ore of the mzjor geals of | Rights of Mar
opponents of the junta is a' Arthur Scheesinger Jr.
suspension of foreign assist-
ance to the new Chilean gov--

Internaticnal Lengu for t=z
n, and historizn

The statzment eriticized tre
Allende  government for
“creating the situation which.

An ally in this effort and. led to the military zction' f;
one of the sponsors of the con-+ Sept. 11.” E
ference is Sen. Edwzrd M.| the junta “to move quickly (o
' regtore democratic rights aad.

But it alco called o ‘

institutions.”

The eigners of th2 sizte-
!ment, identified as ma21a 28
of the Inter-American Ase

'been submitted to my office! tion for Democracy and ¥
discloze the grossest violztions, 4o, urged the
. ment to pronce
Kernnedy raid ¢hat a: 2|
; offices in all 1&‘

T r*
junta; but also
to urge on the junt

ing democratic processes.”

Letin America correspondent of
The Christien Science Monitor

Santiagoe, Chile

Chile hasg long been the most politi-
cized nation in the southern hemi-
sphere. In fact, politics used to be a
way of life here.

But this is now a thing of the past.

Six months after the overthrow of
Salvador Allende Gossens’ Marxist
government, Chile’s military leaders
have, in effect, declared themselves
the one political force of consequence
in the nation.

They expect —
competition.

Normal political activity is vir-
tually in suspznsion. Not only have
the Marxist parties been proscribed,
but the non-Marxist parties, including
those that supported the military
tzkeover, have also been put into a
form of limbo.

and will brook — no

Hard news for Frei

This is pariicularly galling to tke
Christian Democrats, and most espe-
cially to their world-renowned leader,
Eduardo Frei Montalva, whose Re-
formist Party has for a decade been
Chile’s largest single political force.

They had expected to play a major
role in the military government that
seized power in the wake of Dr.
Allende’s overthrow and thus to be in
on the ground floor for an eventual
return to traditional political patterns
in what they hoped would be the not-
too-distant future.

But they have been sadly dis-
appointed.  Individual Christian
Democrats are serving in the govern-
ment, but the party itself hes been
shunted aside and warned not to
become active.

La Prensa closed down

The Christian Democrats, angry
over the situation, several weeks ago

28

sent & letter to the military junta
headed by Army Gen. Augusto
Pinchet Ugarte expressing their dis-
pleasure — an action, it is understood
here, that incenced t.hs military eom-
manders.

In the wake of that irncident, the
Christian Democrats clozed down La
Prensa, the newspaper that had ba-
come the party’'s mouthpiece in San-
tiago, indicating that conditions here
did not permit the paper to operate in
freedom. La Prensa was known to be
having financial difficulties, but it
would probably have been kept alive
if it were not for the military-imposed
press censorship that has cut San-
tiago’'s 13 dailies down to 5.

The military, for its part, in evolv-
ing its own political philosophy, is
clearly more and more in dis-
agreement with the Christian
Temocrats, tlamiryg them fer much
of the difficulty now fecing ihis
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nation.

A document prepared under mili-
tary guidance and published in the
Sentizgo newspaper El Mercurio on
the cve of the six-month anniversary
of the Allende ouster outlines military
thinking on the question.

Arguing that “the long period of
decadence’ which Chile has under-
gone can be blamed on party politics
and sectarian governments ‘‘whose
aims were . . . to increase their elec-
toral base . . . and not in the common
good,” the document specifically sin-
gles out the Christian Democrats,
lumping them together with the
Marxist parties that supported Dr.
Allende.

‘International’ ties cited

It even goes so far as to say that
Christian Democratic philosophy is of
foreign origin. “Marxism and Chris-
tian democracy - were ‘inter-
national’ in many and important
aspects,’’ it states.

In working out a new concept of

government, the document indicates
the military is interested in some-
thing “not influenced by the concepts
-and attitudes that have brought us to
decadence and disintegration.”

There is no doubt that the military
includes the Christian Democrats in
this along with the Communists, So-
cialists, and other leftist parties that
worked with Dr. Allende.

In effect, what the military is
saying, according to a source close to
the junta, is simply this: The political
ideas supported by more than two
thirds of the Chilean electorate in
recent elections are to be discarded.

Trend long recognized

There never was any doubt that this
was to be the fate of Dr. Allende’s own
Socialist Party aad its close coliabo-
rator. the Communist Party, which
together represented a good third of
the electorate.

But now it is clear that this includes
also the Christian Democrats, whose
political base is another third of the
national electorate.

This is bound to leave a major
political vacuum — but such concerns
do not seem to worry the military.
The military leaders are convinced

of the rightness of their cause and

they indicate they have the patience
and muscle to sit out any opposition
that the policy encounters. Moreover,
the military displays a determination
to take the program to the people and
win them over.

Whether such an effort will be
successful remains to be seern. But the
military certainly is not going to allow
any organized political opposition in
the effort.

1

NEW YORK TIMES
10 March 1974

A Sad Double Sts

By Tom Wicker

Two items from The New York
Times:

March 8, 1974: “Secretary of State
Kissinger told a Senate committee to-
day that he would recommend a veto
of the Nixon Administration's own
trade bill if Congress refused to grant
trade concessions to the Soviet Union
because of its restrictions on the free
emigration of Jews and others.”

Feb. 28, 1974: “[A high United States

. official] pointed out that the Central
' Intelligence Agency had rejected an

offer by the International Telephone
and Telegraph Corporation of $1 mil-
lion in September, 1970, to be spent
in Chile to defeat the Socialist candi-
date for the presidéncy, Salvador Al-
lende Gossens., The offer was made
to Richard M. Helms, who was then
the Director of Central Intelligence,

IN THE NATION
“The Chilean
stoi'y is . . .
in sad contrast

'to Mr. Kissinger's

position

on Soviet
emigration
policies.”

' by the agency’s former director, John

A. McCone, who had bzcome an LT.T.
board member.”

There is no particular connection
between these two items~—except that
there is now dn intensive effort in
Congress to deny most-favored-nation
trading status to the” Soviet Union if
it centinues to restrict the emigration
of Jews; and that therz was.in 1970,
and throughout his presidency, an in-
tense effort by LT.T. and others to
prevent or destroy Mr. Allende’s Gov-
ernment in Chile. But the Nixon Ad-
ministration that Mr. Kissinger repre-

- sented throughout the period &id not

threaten or disapprove the latter ef-
fort; quite the contrary.

The C.LA. did turn down the LT.T.
money (although nothing seems to
have been done about the scandalous
attempt by a former-C.LA. director to
bribe the agency, with private money,
to undertake interference in the inter-
nal politics of another country). But
the Nixon Administration restricted
that Government's ability to get for-
eign credit and cut off foreign =id to
it, continuing only to supply arms and
training to the Chilean military.

Thus, it was troops trained by’ the
United States and armed with Amer-
jcan weapons who overthrew the Al-
lende Government last fall znd-—as

,{Adaiﬁd

now seems cer Laln—murder,ed Mr Al
lende.

There are numerous evidences .that

the. officers who ordered the bloody
coup and the later execution of what
appears to have been thousands of
Chileans were encouraged in -their
planning by American supporters,
both official and unofficial. Nor did
the Nixon' Administration and its em-
bassy officials in ‘Santiago distinguish
themselves in saving the lives of ref-
ugees, including some Americans.
. The Chilean story is only gradually
coming to light, but what is known is
in sad contrast to Mr. Kissinger’s po-
sition on Soviet emigration policies.
He said he regards détenie as of such
overriding importance that the United
States must not endanger it by irying
to influence internal Soviet policies.

On the other hand, in pursuit of
what it conceived to be the national
interest, the Nixon Administration ‘ap-
pears to have been a considerable in-

‘fluence in the opposition to, and over-

throw of, the Allende Government.’
Before that, of course, various Amer-
jcan Governments had had a hand in
numerous. interventions (for example,
the overthrow of Guatemala’s elected
left-wing Government in the mneteen-
fifties).

This reflects a double standard it
ever there was one. It is a double
standard' in the sense that American
interests (as perceived by the Admin-
istration in power) may require inter-
vention in one country’s internal af-
fairs but forbid it in another, 1t is an
even more deplorable double standard
in that it sesms to permit interven-
tion for certain selfish political or eco-
nomic purposes but not for the pur-
pose of upholding human rights.~

This is not necessanly to argue that
Mr. Kissinger is altogether wrong on
the Soviet emigration question; there
is in fact much to support his position.
Anyway, t0 take a stand for human
rights'in the Soviet Union might seem
a bit ludicrous, since the Administra-
tion has such strong ties to Greece,
the Chilean junta, Spain, Portugal,
South Vietnam, South Korea, the-Phil-
ippines and other strong-arm govern-
ments.

The members of Congress who are
demanding Soviet concessions on <mi-
gration, morever, have their own dou-
ble standard; they are not so vccal
about Chilezs refugees, of whom only
a handful have been admitted to *his
country, or about human rights in the
numerous other repressive govern-
ments to which they annually, vote
military and other forms of aid. The
Jewish emigration question, after all,
is of interest to many of them only for
obvious domestic political reasons.

Under the auspices of the Fund for
New Priorities, some ¢f the same mem-
bers of Congress di¢ take part the
cther day in public hearings on the
situaticn. in Chile. That would be an
excellent place for them to show =z
more general concern for human rights
—as well as for the established Amer-
ican double standard toward txcse
sights.
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